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PREFACE 


Lz R. P. McNabb me fait ’honneur de me demander 
quelques lignes d’introduction. Qui suis-je pour pré- 
senter son ouvrage a ses compatriotes ? Cependant ma 
constante admiration pour ce grand peuple, ma confiance 
dans la droiture du caractére des Anglais me font espérer 
de rencontrer ga et la quelque sympathie parmi eux. 
Mon amitié pour l’auteur sera du moins une excuse. 
Son initiative me parait d’ailleurs tout 4 fait opportune. 
Méme en Allemagne, et parmi les critiques les plus 
indépendants, on consent 4 tremettre en question la 
Primauté de saint Pierre. Elle était, ou niée purement et 
simplement, ou sans aucune portée, tant que domina le 
systéme des eschatologistes. Si Jésus n’était qu’un 
illuminé, prophéte du régne de Dieu imminent, dans la 
consommation du monde actuel, il n’avait évidemment 
aucune intention de fonder une église pour acheminer un 
monde mauvais, mais susceptible d’amélioration, vers 
de meilleures destinées. Or cette tempéte eschatologique 
avec son concert d’éclairs et de tonnerres empruntés aux 
apocalypses, semble faire place 4 une étude plus subtile 
de la tradition de l’Eglise primitive. MM. Kattenbusch, 
K. L. Schmidt, M. Bultmann lui-méme se sont montrés 
moins sceptiques, si bien que M. Gerold Goetz a jugé 
II 
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le moment venu d’examiner 4 nouveau les titres de Pierre 


comme fondateur et chef supréme de I’Hglise. : 

Mais c’est en Angleterre surtout que ce point, acquis 
pour les catholiques depuis toujours, devient un prob- 
léme actuel et pratique. La noble Eglise épiscopalienne, 
en Angleterre et aux Etats-Unis, est remuée d’un louable 
désir d’unité. Elle cause officiellement avec des Protes- 
tants, méme trés libéraux, 4 Stockholm et 4 Lausanne, 
plus discrétement avec des catholiques 4 Malines. Selon 
son instinct persévérant, elle ne veut traiter qu’avec 
loyauté, et, sans refuser de témoigner aux moins croyants 
un esprit fraternel de charité, elle repugne 4 conclure un 
accord qui reposerait sur une équivoque. Pour étre des 
chrétiens, il ne suffit pas de se réclamer du Christ; il 
faut croire ce qu’[l a enseigné, prendre part aux sources 
de la grace, c’est-a-dire aux sacrements qu’Il a institués. 
Et comme Vunion rappelle nécessairement le passé, 
ou elle était reconnue et féconde constituant cette 
ancienne église catholique, dont l’Eglise anglicane prétend 
bien faire encore partie, groupée autrefois sous la direc- 
tion du successeur de Pierre, on souhaite de trouver 
auprés du Saint-Siége des fréres légitimes, moins com- 
promettants que les fils de Luther et de Calvin, eux- 
mémes dépassés de si loin. Si seulement le Siége de 
Rome daignait faire quelques avances, renoncer a 
quelques unes de ses prétentions, quel soulagement pour 
PAnglicanisme, inquiet malgré lui de se trouver au dela 
méme de lEglise orientale orthodoxe, aprés avoir 
appartenu au domaine du Pape! Mais ’Eglise romaine 
a conscience de ne maintenir que ses droits, nécessaires 
a l’exercice de son devoir. Elle attend. 

«Petrus als Grunder und Oberhaupt der Kirche, Leipzig, 1927. 
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Ses fils ne doivent pas attendre, s’il leur est possible 
de lui ramener les Ames. Peu 4 peu le terrain se prépare. 
La primauté personnelle de Pierre n’a pas été le seul 
point mis en discussion par la Réforme, ou nié par elle. 
Elle n’a pas voulu admettre que cette situation privi- 
légiée quelle qu’elle fit, ait passé 4 d’autres, car elle ne 
reconnaissait pas de véritables successeurs 4 Pierre, et, 
pour plus de stireté, elle niait que saint Pierre soit venu 
a Rome et qu'il y soit mort. Mais les progrés de la 
critique historique obligent les esprits indépendants a 
reconnaitre que Pierre est venu 4 Rome et qu’il y a eu 
son tombeau. Osera-t-on encore dire que la Primauté a 
été reconnue a l’évéque de Rome uniquement parce que 
c’était la capitale des Césars ? Cette présence et ce tombeau 
devaient bien étre pour quelque chose dans le nouveau 
culte de Rome, celui des chrétiens. Et voici que M. von 
Harnack propose d’attribuer a la seule vertu du tombeau 
le privilége du siége de Pierre.1 Vertu qui fleurerait la 
superstition. D/ailleurs les évéques de Rome, fiers de 
posséder les trophées de Pierre et de Paul, n’ont fait 
appel qu’au privilége accordé a Pierre aussi longtemps 
que durerait l’Eglise—qui dure encore,—et dont ils 
étaient naturellement les dépositaires, ayant hérité de 
son pouvoir. 

De sorte que, malgré tout, il faut bien revenir aux 
textes du Nouveau Testament, aux paroles adressées par 
Jésus 4 Pierre, les seules qui fassent foi et conférent 
Pautorité. 

L’ouvrage du P. McNabb vient donc bien 4 son heure. 

Sa méthode n’est pas moins bien adaptée aux néces- 
sités de notre temps. 


'Ecclesia Petri propinqua, 1927. 
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Connaissant lindulgence de mon vieil ami, je lui 
avoue que je n’entends pas assez clairement son opposi- 
tion entre la méthode quantitative et qualitative, celle 
qui procéde par addition, comme l’arithmétique, et celle 
qui est une vue organique. Mon incompréhension vient 
sans doute de mon ignorance absolue des mathématiques. 

En transcrivant ces termes dans ma langue, j’y trouve 
un emploi trés conscient de la méthode historique qui 
m’est chére et qu’Aristote le Statique lui-méme avait su 
apprécier,! peut-étre a l’école de Platon, dont Phorizon 
grandissait toujours. 

Au lieu donc d’additionner les textes—je m’y fais 
peu 4 peu a ces termes—le P. McNabb les met chacun 
4 sa place, dans chacun des livres qui ont naturellement 
un but et une méthode quelque peu particuliers. Avec 
sa belle loyauté, il a meme été aussi loin que possible sur 
le terrain des adversaires, pour étre plus str de les 
rencontrer. Il a donc admis qu’avec le temps les textes 
étaient devenus plus forts et plus précis. Qu’on lentende 
bien cependant! Il ne concéde aucune évolution dans 
les choses, comme si une situation privilégiée accordée a 
Pierre par Jésus était devenue un pouvoir de juridiction 
sous la plume des écrivains, influencés par la situation 
que Pierre avait prise dans ’Eglise. Sa pensée trés claire 
est bien plutdét que les évangélistes ont suppléé, a ce qui 
paraissait manquer par des paroles trés authentiques du 
Christ, de maniére a compleéter le tableau écrit pour 
aboutir 4 une ressemblance plus exacte avec la realité 
complexe ces choses. 


tAu teste, si quelqu’un voyait das l’origine les choses suivre leur 
cours, ce serait, sut ce sujet comme sur tous les autres, la meilleure 
mvniére d’observer avec succés (Politique, I, i, 3). 
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Il y a plus. Le P. McNabb a voulu jouer ce fair play 
dont les Anglais sont si fiers, la lutte courtoise, le visage 
a découvert, les armes égales. Deux cavaliers se ren- 
contrent sur un champ de bataille; Tun d’eux léve son 
sabre et l’abaisse aussitét, parce qu’il s’apercoit que son 
ennemi blessé au bras ne peut soulever son arme. Quel 
était le Francais? Quel était Anglais? Je l’ai oublié 
et il importe peu. Les deux nations ont le méme esprit 
chevaleresque, hérité des croisades. Et c’est ainsi que 
le Pére, conscient de posséder une arme excellente, par 
exemple l’authenticité de S. Jean, ne veut pas soulever 
les problémes critiques. II] se croit assuré d’avoir raison, 
quand méme le quatriéme évangile serait Pceuvre d’un 
inconnu dans la premiére moitié du second siecle. Peut- 
étre cette concession est-elle excessive, car tous les 
critiques ne sont pas des paladins. 

(Elle rend sa thése inexpugnable, pour le public moyen. 
Mais une étude critique serrée ne gate rien.) 

A propos du texte capital, celui de S. Matthieu, xvi, 
17-19, Pauteur se contente méme, ou peu s’en faut, 
dalléguer T’autorité de M. Turner. Est-elle si pré- 
dominante en Angleterre ? C’est une question dont je ne 
puis juger. Et au surplus ce n’est pas mon ami que je 
blame en ce moment, c’est moi-méme. 

Il m’est arrivé, dans le Commentaire de S. Marc, 
de faire fléche de tout bois pour répondre a objection 
redoutable: la promesse d’établir l’Eglise sur le roc 
qu’est Pierre et de lui donner les clefs du royaume de 
Dieu ne se trouve 4 cet endroit de la confession de 
Pierre, ni dans S. Luc, ni dans S. Marc. J’ai donc supposé, 
et auteur se contente de cette solution suggérée aussi 
par M. Turner, que peut-étre cette parole décisive avait 
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été prononcée dans une autre circonstance, et bloquée 
ici par S. Matthieu. Mais c’est M. Bultmann, un exégéte 
tout 4 fait indépendant, ni timoré, ni timide, qui m’a 
remis dans la bonne voie, en montrant que le texte 
complet répond seul 4 la situation, et qu’ayant questionné 
ses disciples avec beaucoup de solennité, fait unique, 
Jésus se devait de leur dire ce qu’Il pensait Lui-méme de 
leur opinion. Et comme ce passage a autant que tout 
autre, sinon plus, le caractére araméen, il faut bien le 
regarder comme authentique. Sous quelle influence 
judéo-palestinienne aurait-on inséré une déclaration si 
grave en faveur de Pierre? Si Pévangile de S. Matthieu 
a d’abord été écrit en araméen, puis traduit en grec, 
comme nous le pensons, cette incise ne saurait étre 
Poeuvre du traducteur grec: elle appartient donc au 
plus vieux fond araméen, oeuvre de l’apdtre S. Matthieu 
comme l’admettent beaucoup de critiques indépendants. 
Si notre Matthieu n’a été écrit qu’en grec, c’est sans 
doute a cause du caractére vraiment coulant de sa langue 
grecque: comment alors aurait-il pris le parti d’ajouter 
aS. Marc ce passage si haut en couleur sémitique, s’il n’y 
avait vu un des plus précieux /ogia du Seigneur ? 

J’ai insisté, pour réparer ma faute. Mais je tiens aussi 
a dire tout le secours que j’ai trouvé dans le beau livre 
du P. McNabb. Tous ces textes, je les avais lus et com- 
mentés. Mais il a su faire converger toutes ces lumiéres 
dans un splendide foyer. Et revenant sans doute sur 
ses pas pour éclairer chaque endroit de la clarté totale 
acquise, il a pénétré plus avant dans le sens de chaque 
passage. II fait penser 4 ces papiers de photographes 
qui arrachent au cliché ses moindres détails significatifs. 
L’ensemble est persuasif, et trace une image de Pierre 
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bien vivante, celle d’un Chef. Ne dirait-on pas, 4 
certains moments, qu’il prend le Seigneur lui-méme sous 
$a protection, comme au Thabor, ot il se sent en mesure 
de rendre service, ou aprés l’annonce des souftrances du 
_ Messie, quand il en écarte si résolfiment le pressentiment. 
Toutes ses initiatives, presque les seules que se soient 
permises les disciples, sont d’un chef conscient de son 
_ autorité, et l’on peut dire aussi que déja cet esprit d’initia- 
tive le désignait pour étre chef. I] avait l’élan, le goat de 
Paction, le dévouement intrepide, la décision rapide et 
stire. Il manquait de persévérance, il était porté au 
découragement, comme en marchant sur le lac, 4 la 
Passion, et lorsque les judaisants réussirent 4 l’intimider. 
_ Mais précisement Jésus en a fait le roc, le fondement de 
son Eglise, celui dont la foi ne serait jamais défaillante 
_ et qui devait confirmer ses fréres. Ainsi ses dons naturels 
et les graces surnaturelles se sont unies pour en faire 
_ le fondateur de l’Eglise et son chef supréme. 

Il faut espérer qu’on ne demandera pas au P. McNabb 
_de trouver dans les écrits du Nouveau Testament les 
termes de juridiction ordinaire et d’infaillibilité ex 
cathedra. Ce nest pas en Angleterre qu’on s’étonnerait 
du développement du dogme, aprés les geniales in- 
_ vestigations de Newman. Déja notre de Maistre avait 
dit : ‘ Rien de grand n’a de grands commencements.... 
Crescit occulto velut arbor aevo: cest la devise de toute 
_ gtande institution.” 

- Pourtant il serait heureux qu’on obligeadt ardent 
| dominicain a étendre son étude sur le Nouveau Testament 
_ aux temps qui ont suivi. 


1Cité par M. J. Chevalier dans son admirable conférence d’Oxford 
en 1926: Newman et la Notion de D éveloppement. 

F 
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Remercions—le cependant d’avoir posé un fondement 
aussi solide 4 cette union que nous appelons tous de tous 
nos voeux, et qui ne peut se faire que sous la houlette 
du pasteur de tout le troupeau : pour qu’il n’y ait qu’un 
troupeau et qu’un pasteur | 


J&RUSALEM, en la féte de l’Immaculée Conception, 1927. 


INTRODUCTION 


In the discussion concerning the prerogatives of St. 
Peter appeal has usually been made to what we may call 
a mechanical or even a quantitative view of sacred 
Scripture. It need not, of course, be denied that, in 
ages when this way of dealing with the sacred writings 
was common to all Christians the apologists of St. Peter’s 
supremacy were easily victorious. Men who had no 
scruple about infant baptism, or the supremacy of 
bishops, for which there was not one explicit text in the 
Bible, had no defence against the claims of St. Peter, 
for which a solid phalanx of texts could be brought 
forward from the chief writings of the New Testament. 
Indeed, an age which summed up texts arithmetically, 
and decided truth, if one may say so, by a show of hands, 
found an almost greater array of texts for the claim of 
St. Peter to be the visible Vicar of Christ than for the 
claim of Christ to be the invisible Son of God. Writers 
like Passaglia and Allies, by putting together the main 
texts and gathering up the fragmentary allusions that 
remained, could set before the unbiassed mind an array 
of biblical proofs strong enough to win the assent of 
such as hungered and thirsted for the truth. ; 
With the coming of the new organic view of Holy 
Writ mere arithmetical processes are beginning to be 
set aside. Texts are no longer put together and summed 
up as in a problem of compound addition. This gradual 
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change of method has not been without its fears. When 
it was asserted that some of the most important truths 
of Holy Writ were suggested rather than proved and 
were subtly postulated by the context rather than ex- 
plicitly demonstrated by the text itself, loyal apologists 
of the Church felt the need of care in applying the new 
methods to the old dogmas. The need was great and 
perilous. But the example of what St. Thomas achieved 
under a like peril left them grounds for hope. This 
present work is the fruit of such a hope. It has been 
wrought out during some thirty years by a grateful child 
of St. Thomas’s thought whose chief end in life has 
been to say, as St. Peter said, “Tu es Christus, Filius 
Dei vivi.” 

One principle running like a thread throughout these 
studies must be clear to every student of biblical truth. 
In every case where St. Peter is mentioned by two or 
more Gospels, the later Gospel always modifies the 
existing Petrine texts in the interest of St. Peter’s preroga- 
tive. This invariable rule, which a conscientious student 
can verify by patient analysis, will sometimes succeed 
in startling the student by what some moderns would be 
tempted to call its lack of conscience. Thus in the ac- 
counts of the Resurrection it is unexpectedly more 
difficult to reconcile St. Mark with St. John than with 
St. Matthew or St. Luke. Thus St. Mark seems to suggest 
that before St. Mary Magdalen brought the news of the 
empty tomb to St. Peter and the apostles she had, with 
the other women, been explicitly told of His Resurrection; 
indeed, she had seen Him in His risen Body. Yet St. 
John is insistent in showing that St. Peter and he himself 
believed, whilst still St. Mary Magdalen thought that 
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the empty tomb meant merely the theft and not the 
Resurrection of her Master’s body. 

This fact will serve to exemplify a law obtaining in 
almost every paragraph of the Gospels. Again and again 
it will give rise to difficulties about the bona fides of the 
writers ; which modernists solve by freely denying their 
bona fides. But we must not copy the modernistic method 
of solving apparent difficulties by the method of the 
guillotine. We must understand on the one hand how 
unnatural it would be if writings, begotten by the needs 
of the growing Christian Church, did not emphasize 
those words and deeds of our Blessed Lord which met 
those needs. On the other hand, we must apply the wise 
principles which St. Thomas takes over from St. Augus- 
tine—‘‘ We must bear in mind that although the re- 
sutrection of these (holy men who died before Jesus 
Christ) is mentioned before His resurrection, neverthe- 
less, as is clear from the text, this is to be understood as 
said by anticipation as frequently happens in the historical 
books.” [Supp/., Ou. 87, Art. 1 ad 3.] 

Again—“ The Evangelists did not always follow the 
precise order in their narrative as that in which things 
actually happened, as is seen from Augustine.” (De 
Consensu Evang. tii) (34, Ou. 78, Art. 1. Ad. 1m.) 

Again—“ It is unlawful to hold that any false assertion 
is contained either in the Gospels or in any canonical 
Scripture, or that the writers thereof have told untruths, 
because faith would be deprived of its certitude —which 
is based on the authority of Holy Writ. 

“ That the words of certain people are variously reported 
in the Gospels and other sacred writings does not constitute a 
lie. Hence St. Augustine says (De Consensu Evang. it): 
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‘ He that has the wit to understand that in order to know 
the truth it is necessary to get at the sense, will conclude 
that he must not be the least troubled, no matier by 
what words that sense is expressed.’ Hence it is evident, 
as he adds, ‘that we must not judge that someone is 
lying, if several persons fail to describe in the same way 
and in the same words a thing they remember to have 
seen-or heard: ’»(2a "206; Ou. 110, “Art. 3. Ads ime 

These wise principles are of greater necessity when we 
are dealing, as in the present study we are dealing, with 
a matter wherein the later Evangelists have changed 
a previous account with the clearly marked purpose of 
justifying the divinely-given prerogative of St. Peter. 


° . . . . 


For the purposes of clear exposition we will arrange 
the matter under personal headings: thus laying, as the 
Catholic view of the Bible teaches us to lay, more stress 
on the writers than on the writings. 


I THe Wrrness or St. MArK (AND OF Sr. PETER) 
II THe Witness or St. MATTHEW 
III THe Wirness oF Sr. Luxe (AND oF Sr. Paut) 
IV THe WITNEss OF St. JOHN 


CHAt LE Re 
THE WITNESS OF ST. MARK 


If in this matter of the Petrine prerogatives we set 
down the witness of St. Mark before the witness of 
St. Matthew it is not that we-date fhe-Gospel of St. 
Mark before the Gospel of St;-Matthew. W 
say that we fully accept, ag we should accep 
of the Biblical Commissidn;: “ Is dfftawful to 
view which, based on the:testimo BOF Tt e most ancient 
and most consistent of\ readitite. holds. 

Matthew, who first of thém all committ 
to writing in his mother-tohgue; Mark: 
Luke third ? Sen eS 

* Ts it contrary to this view to maintain that the Second 
and Third Gospels were written before the Greek 
versions of the First Gospel were made ? 

“Reply in the NEGATIVE to both questions ”’ (June 
26, 1921). 


€ 


We. therefore make our own once and for all the 
following words of Lagrange: ‘Nous ne pouvions 
nous dérober 4 examen du rapport entre Matthieu et 
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Marc.... Nous avons constaté, avec des ressemblances 
évidentes, depuis longtemps signalées, des différences 
qu’on semble laisser dans l’ombre assez volontiers. . . . 
Ce double phénoméne nous a paru exiger une solution 
mixte: indépendance dun texte primitif araméen de 
Papéotre Matthieu—dépendance du traducteur Grec par 
rapport 4 Marc ” (S. Matthieu, p. 11). 

“A Pegard du Ma. araméen .... Matthieu ayant 
écrit pour les Juifs chrétiens dans leur langue, il n’est 
pas impossible de concevoir que Marc ait cru devoir 
écrire les mémes choses pour les greco-romains en grec 
.... Nous maintenons donc qu’il s’en est tenu 4 la caté- 
chése de Pierre 4 Rome. ... 

** Au surplus la dépendance du Mt. grec étant admise, 
il ne reste plus qu’a expliquer comment il se fait que 
Mc. et Mt. contiennent les mémes morceaux. .. . 

** Rien n’empéche d’attribuer cet accord 4 la situation 
de la catéchése 4 Jérusalem. Avant de précher 4 Rome, 
Pierre a enseigné 4 Jérusalem, il est peu probable qu’il 
ait ensuite changé sa maniére. . . . Pierre 4 Rome se 
contentait sans doute de ce qu’on avait dit et écrit a 
Jérusalem ” (ibid, p. xli). 

It must be borne in mind that St. Mark’s Gospel is, 
according to tradition, the teaching of St. Peter. We 
are not surprised therefore to find this gospel of St. Mark 
caretully emphasising the human weaknesses and even 
sins of St. Peter. It recalls what St. Peter said to Corne- 
lius, “ I myself also am a man.” 

Bearing this self-depreciation of St. Peter in mind, 
we may formulate a principle for those who admit or 
deny that St. Mark’s witness precedes St. Matthew’s. 
If St. Mark’s witness precedes St. Matthew’s, it will be 
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seen how carefully St. Matthew softens the human frailties 
and emphasises the divinely-given prerogatives of 
St. Peter. If, on the contrary, St. Mark’s witness follows 
St. Matthew’s, it will be seen how punctiliously St. 
Peter, through his secretary, emphasises his frailties 
and almost hides his divinely-given prerogatives. But 
in any case the combined witness of St. Matthew and 
St. Mark strengthens the Petrine position, not as by 
addition, but as by multiplication. Moreover, St. Luke’s 
and St. John’s witness will be seen to multiply this 
testimony of St. Matthew and St. Mark to a degree of 
absolute certainty. Thus, if St. Mark, following on St. 
Matthew, has changed St. Matthew in order to make the 
weakness and sin of St. Peter undeniable, St. Luke and 
St. John have unsaid these humble self-accusations, not 
just by going back from St. Mark to St. Matthew, but 
even by going beyond St. Matthew in their exculpation 
of St. Peter. 

If, in pursuance of his device of humility, St. Peter 
gives the utmost detail to his triple denial of Jesus and 
altogether omits the magnificent promise of Matt. xvi, 
nevertheless his bare historical story of events inevitably 
bears traces of the official position assigned to him by his 
Master. 


1. St. Peter is the first to be chosen and named. 


MATTHEW iv, 18-22 


And walking by the 
Sea of Galilee he saw 
two brethren, Simon, 
who is called Peter, 
and Andrew his bro- 
ther, casting a net into 
the sea, for they were 
fishers. 


Mark i, 16-20 
And passing by the 
Sea he saw Simon and 
Andtew the brother 
of Simon drawing 
nets in the sea, for 


they were fishers. 


LUKE Vv, I-11 


He stood by the 
lake of Genesareth. 
2. And saw two boats 
standing by the lake, 
but the fishermen, 
having gone out of 
them, were washing 
their nets. 
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LuKE 


3. And having gone into one of the boats that was 
Simon’s, he asked him to put out a little from the land. 
And sitting he taught the multitude from the boat. 

4. When he had ceased speaking he said to Simon: 
Launch (thou) out into the deep, and let (ye) down your 
nets for a draught. 

5. And Simon answering said to him: Master, we 
have toiled all night and have taken nothing. But at 
thy word I will let down the nets. 

6. And having done this they enclosed a great multi- 
tude of fishes ; and their nets were breaking. 

7. And they beckoned to their partners in the other 
boat that they should come and help them. And they 
came and filled both the boats so that they began to sink. 

8. But seeing it Simon Peter fell down at Jesus’ 
feet saying: Depart from me, for I am a sinful man, 
O Lord. 

9. For he was wholly astonished and all that were 
with him at the draught of fishes which they had taken. 

to. And so also were James and John, sons of Zebe- 
dee, who were partners with Simon. 


MATTHEW 


And he saith to 
them: Come ye after 
me and I will make 
you fishers of men. 
And they immediately 
leaving their nets fol- 
lowed him. 


Marx 


And Jesus said to 
them: Come ye after 
me and I will make 
you to become fishers 
of men. And im- 
mediately leaving 
their nets they fol- 
lowed him. 


Luks 


And Jesus saith to 
Simon: Fear (thou) 
not. From henceforth 
thou shalt catch men. 
And having brought 
their boats to land, 
leaving all things they 
followed him. 


1. We shall find it convenient to deal in series with 
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the witness of the Synoptists whenever they seem to 
record the same or a like fact. 

2. It is clear that St. Peter is here given a position of 
prominence. In a scene describing the call of the four 
great apostles we find Peter’s name placed first. 

3. (a) Before weighing the witness of St. Luke it 
is well to remember that, according to some commenta- 
tors, St. Luke is not describing the same scene cs St. 
Matthew and St. Mark. But this fact, far from weakening 
St. Luke’s witness, serves only to strengthen it. St. Luke 
is so concerned to bring out the position of St. Peter 
that he displaces the chronological order followed by 
St. Mark and St. Matthew. 

(b) St. Luke’s version of the call of Peter, James and 
John is to be found nowhere else in the Gospel. Indeed, 
it is so unlike the account given by St. Matthew and 
St. Mark and has so much in common with the appearan ze 
of Jesus in Galilee (John xxi) that some critics think the 
scene has been misplaced. 

(c) But whatever may be thought of the textual prob- 
lem there are no doubts about the exegetical problem, 
which clearly shows St. Luke’s desire to give prominence 
to St. Peter. Thus, as we shall see, the Synoptists agree 
in emphasising our Saviour’s lodging in St. Peter’s 
house. But to this emphasis on St. Peter’s house, St. 
Luke adds the emphasis of St. Peter’s boat. 

(d) This is all the more significant because, according 
to St. Luke (iv, 16, 33), Jesus had hitherto preached only 
in the synagogue. In other words, Jesus’ first official 
sermon, not to the narrow Jewish people, but to the 
whole world, was from the barque of Peter ! 

(ec) Notice the rise of the second and third person 
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singular. ‘‘He asked him.” “Launch thou out into 
the deep.” “ Fear thou not.” ‘ Thou shalt catch men.” 
(St. Matt. and St. Mark have this in the plural.) 

(f) Another significant phrase is v. 9: OauBos 
yap Teplerxev durov kal wavTas Tous oY QuTO. Wonder 
seized him (Peter) and all “those with him.” But we 
shall deal with this later on. 

A minor point is St. Luke’s use of the word @auBos. 
Thrice is the word used in the New Testament ; and only 
by St. Luke. He first uses it to describe the emotion of 
the Jews when Jesus in the synagogue at Capharnaum 
drove out a devil from a man possessed (iv, 36). And 
there came fear (@auB8os) upon all, and they talked 
among themselves saying: What word is this, for 
with authority and power he commandeth the unclean 
spirits and they go out? The second use of OauBos is 
above. The third is when the people wonder at the first 
miracle wrought by St. Peter (i.e. by the Church) on 
the lame man (Acts iii, 10)... . And they were all filled 
with wonder (@auBous). 


IJ.—Sr. Prerer’s Houst 


No little stress has been laid by St. Mark on the 
house of St. Peter, which served as the lodging of Jesus 
during His Galilean ministry. According to St. Matthew 
(xx, 22, 23) Jesus was officially taken to be a lodger in 
the house of St. Peter. St. Mark is at pains to record 
Our Blessed Lord’s command : “‘ Wheresoever you shall 
enter into a house there abide till you depart from that 
place” (vi, 10). A series of striking events took place 
in the house of St. Peter. 
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(1) St. Mark (i, 29, etc.) records the first miracle on 
the bodies of the sick as having taken place in this house. 
It was wrought on “‘ Simon’s wife’s mother.”’ Note that 
whereas St. Mark (i, 29) calls it “‘ the house of Simon and 
Andrew,” St. Matthew (viii, 14) and St. Luke (iv, 38) 
both call it simply the house of Peter (Matthew), Simon 
(Luke). 

(2) Moreover, all three Synoptists agree in recording 
the great number cured of diseases and delivered from 
evil spirits that same evening in the precincts of St. 
Peter’s house. 

(3) Most significant is the fact that all three Synoptists 
agree in recording at length the cure of the paralytic and 
the plain mention of the forgiveness of sin (Matt. ix, 1-8 ; 
Mark ii, 1-12; Luke v, 17-26). We are thus informed 
that Jesus made His first official declaration of the for- 
giveness of sin at Capharnaum in the house of St. Peter. 
This significant fact is paralleled by St. John’s witness 
(John vi) that Jesus made His first official declaration 
on the Holy Eucharist at Capharnaum in the synagogue. 

(4) The incidents recorded in Mark ili, 20-35 become 
doubly significant when it is realised that they centre 
round the house of St. Peter. Note the insistence on 
** Satan,” so intimately connected with the history and 
privileges of St. Peter. 1 

(5) It is St. Mark (vii, 17) who tells us that the parable 
of “the things which defile a man” was explained in 
the house of St. Peter. St. Matt. (xv, 15) adds that they 
were explained at the request of St. Peter. No wonder 
that St. Peter (Acts x, 9, etc.) understood the vision of 
the unclean foods. 


1Cf. Appendix B, 
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(6) But it is St. Mark (ix, 33) who explicitly records 
that Our Blessed Lord’s farewell instruction to the 
Apostles before finally closing His Galilean mission 
was given in the house of St. Peter. We can hardly do 
more than point to the parallelism between this farewell 
address at Capharnaum and the farewell meal and address 
in Jerusalem. All three Synoptists (Matt. xvili, 1, etc. 5 
Mark ix, 33, etc.; Luke ix, 46, etc.) record the dispute 
about who was to be the pefwy (greater). All record 
how Our Blessed Lord, far from denying that there was 
to be a greater, set a child in their midst as a model for 
this greater to follow. St. Matthew and St. Mark (with 
greater fullness than St. Matthew) record the discourse 
on scandal; so applicable to St. Peter. But St. Mark 
alone has the phrase: ‘‘ Have salt in yourselves, and 
have peace with one another” (49). It was a call to 
ecclesiastical unity ; fittingly made in the house of St. 
Peter. St. Matthew gives a long discourse on the for- 
giveness of offences made significant by the phrase: 
“If he refuse to hear them, tell it to the Church ; and if 
he refuse to hear the Church, let him be to thee as the 
heathen and the publican.” The significance of the use 
of the word Church in the house of St. Peter will be seen 
when it is recalled that only once more is the word used 
in the Gospels, Matt. xvi, 18: ‘‘ Thou art Peter and on 
this Rock I will build my Church.” Moreover, the same 
house which had heard Our Blessed Saviour’s defence 
of the forgiveness of sins now heard the words, “‘ What- 
soever you shall bind on earth shall be bound also in 
heaven ; and whatsoever you shall loose on earth shall 
be loosed also in heaven.” And this was said in the house 
of him to whom were addressed the words: “I will 
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give to thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven. And 
whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth, it shall be bound 
also in heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth 
shall be loosed also in heaven ” (Matt xvi, 19). 

We do not wish to press this whole argument beyond 
what it should yield. But biblical critics must admit a 
phenomenon of great, if not first, magnitude. No other 
house is singled out for such a series of significant events. 
By itself this could prove little. But, because it is linked 
with a thousand other facts, and is not by itself, it cannot 
be ignored by any scholar in search of the meaning behind 


the documents. 


T1J—Sr. Perer’s NAME: 


CEPHAS 


A study of the text of the Synoptists is of first necessity. 
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1Some codices add this phrase. Ovouatw is used nowhere else in the 


Gospels but in these three passages, Mark iii, 14; Luke vi, 13-14. 


It 


is therefore used only of the Apostles in general and St. Peter in 


particular. 
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1. All three Synoptists make it clear that the Twelve 
Apostles were chosen by Jesus; not by themselves. 

2. St. Mark and St. Luke make it clear that these 
Twelve were chosen from a larger group who had already 
been chosen from the multitude. This group St. Luke 
calls disciples (ua@yrar). Hence, according to St. Mark 
and St. Luke there were two choosings by Jesus. First, 
Jesus chooses the disciples from the multitude of those 
who followed Him. Secondly, from these disciples Jesus 
chooses a small group of Twelve (Mark: “to be with 
Him ”’) to whom He gives the name of Apostles (Luke). 

3. From this group of Twelve Apostles He further 
chooses one. St. Mark and St. Luke again point out what 
St. Matthew had not explicitly mentioned, that to this 
one, chosen from the chosen Twelve, Jesus himself had 
given the name Peter. St. Luke’s witness is here of great 
importance. It is St. Luke who so clearly points out that 
to the Apostles Our Blessed Lord had given their unique 
office and name ; and equally to St. Peter Jesus had given 
his unique office and name. 

4. Although the humble St. Peter, whose spoken 
words are heard in the written Gospel of St. Mark, 
could not conceal the office and name he had been given, 
yet he is at pains to let us know that Jesus had also given 
to the two sons of Zebedee the name of Sons of Thunder. 
Neither could he conceal the pre-eminence which the 
name Rock gave to him alone; even in contrast with a 
name shared by two. So little stress was laid on the name 
Boanerges that St. Matthew, St. Luke and even St. John 
have not thought fit to record it | 

5. To St. John we owe our knowledge of the occasion 
when the name was given. It was at the very first inter- 
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view with Jesus. St. John, whose Gospel so insistently 
reminds us that the Apostles did not choose Jesus, 
but that Jesus chose the Apostles, makes it clear that 
even before St. Peter had made or said any act of faith 
in Jesus, the office and name of Rock was given. More- 
over, Jesus had chosen and named Peter even before 
He had chosen the rest of the Apostles ! 

6. But St. John’s witness may well be considered in 
its chronological sequence (Gal. i, 18; ii,9, 11, 143 
Pewee st? + iit, 2205 ir, 55 Xv, 53 ch-p..285 John.i, 43): 
The word “‘ Cephas ” is mentioned nowhere else in the 
New Testament. The Greek translation zerpos is 
used throughout. 

It would seem frora this chronological scheme that 
the misunderstanding about the name of Cephas, which 
no doubt existed then as it exists now, was the reason 
why St. John gives it both in its original Aramaic and in 
its Greek translation. He is evidently anxious that St. 
Paul’s four witnesses in 1 Cor. shall not lose their force. 
Hereupon arises an interesting exegetical point, which 
we may describe thus: It would seem that when St. 
Paul wrote to the Galatians the name commonly given 
to Peter was the Aramaic original. But just as Saul, 
when leaving the Hebrew world for the Gentile world, 
left off the Hebrew form of his name for a Roman form, 
so did Cephas change this form for the Greek zerpos 
(and the Roman Petrus). But as the word used in 
Gal. i and ii was the Aramaic Cephas, St. Paul’s own 
witness, though written to the Greeks of Corinth, had 
to be in the original Aramaic. From this use of the 
name misunderstandings would almost necessarily arise. 
It remained for St. John, writing long after the death of 

Cc 
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the two Apostles, to put even the remains of the mis- 
understanding to death by a final identification of Cephas 
with “‘ Simon the son of John.’’} 

All these details about the name Peter make it un- 
deniable that, even on the lowest estimate, St. Peter 
was singled out for a special privilege. 


TV—Varrious EvIpDENCES 


1. St. Peter is the spokesman of the Apostles: in 
professing that Jesus is the Christ (viii, 29); upon the 
Mount of Transfiguration (ix, 4); when the rich youth 
went away sorrowful (x, 22). On this last occasion the 
words of Our Blessed Lord to St. Peter have a direct 
personal note: ‘‘ And Peter began to say unto Him, 
‘Behold we have left all things and have followed 
Thee.’ Jesus answering said, ‘Amen I say to you, 
there is no man who hath left house (oiwiay) or brethren 
or sisters or father or mother or children or lands for 
my sake and for the Gospel who shall not receive a 
hundredfold as much.’” What we have already said 
about the house of Peter will suggest that the reference 
to a house was a gracious act of gratitude towards the 
fisherman who had given him a home. 

2. It is St. Peter who calls attention to the blighted 
fig-tree (xi, 21). This is the only record of a miracle 


t cf. John i, 41 (Andrew) “ findeth first his brother Simon and saith 
to him We have found the Messias; which is interpreted Christ.’ 
St. John found that none of the Gospels or Epistles used the word 
Messias, but only the word Christ. He alone uses the word Messias twice 
(here and iv, 25) and gives its meaning. It is surely significant that St. 
John explains the meaning of only two names—the Messias and Peter ! 


WITNESS TO ST. PETER 35 


wrought in punishment. It is paralleled by the death of 
Ananias and Sapphira (Acts v, 1-9). 

3. We are not surprised at Our Blessed Lord’s words 
to St. Peter in the garden of agony (Mark xiv, 37, 38), 
“Simon, sleepest thou?” (Matt. and Luke omit.) 
“Could’st thou (Matt. ‘could you’) not watch one 
hour ?”’ (St. Luke omits.) 

4. The Gospel fittingly ends with a proof of St. 
Peter’s privilege, in the words of the angel to the woman 
at the empty Easter tomb: “Go tell his disciples and 
Peter that he goeth before you into Galilee ” (Mark xvi, 
7). In recording this fact the humble St. Peter may have 
merely wished to show how the news of the risen Christ 
came to him, not directly by an angel, but through the 
ministry of the faithful woman. Indeed, with his usual 
genius for self-effacement he so describes the doings and 
sayings of these Easter days as to identify himself with the 
unbelieving Apostles who would not take the word 
either of St. Mary Magdalene or of the two disciples who 
had actually seen the Risen Christ. 

Yet his humility has been unable to conceal the fact 
that here as elsewhere in his Gospel the man who was 
given a privilege by Jesus was no less conscious of his 
privilege than he was of his unworthiness. 


CHAPTER 0 
THE WITNESS OF ST. MATTHEW 


If there is enough and more than enough in the Gospel 
of St. Mark to prove that St. Peter was granted a Privi- 
LEGE beyond his fellow Apostles, we shall find in St. 
Matthew enough and more than enough to show that 
this privilege was a primacy. 

It cannot be looked upon as vital to our thesis to 
assume that the First Gospel as it stands is the work of 
St. Matthew, the publican, because we are here con- 
cerned with the Petrine texts. These texts are of great 
weight, no matter what known or unknown writer of 
the first age is responsible for them. If, however, as we 
believe, the author of even the Petrine texts is no other 
than the publican Matthew, light is thrown on hidden 
points of the proof. This publican Matthew was a 
Customs official, whose duty it was to collect taxes at 
Capharnaum. As salt, which was a Government mono- 
poly, was of prime necessity to the fisher-folk, it is 
hardly possible that, even before his call, St. Matthew, 
the tax collector, was not acquainted with St. Peter, 
the fisherman. 

1. We refer our readers to our previous discussion 
on the call of the four Apostles (p. 26). 

2. It is this fellow-townsman of St. Peter who writes : 
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“And the names of the Twelve Apostles are these: 
The first” (apwros) X, 2, It is undeniable that this 
word betokens a primacy. As Peter appears first in all 
the lists (Matt. x, 2; Mark iii, 16; Luke vi, 14; Acts i, 
13) it was hardly necessary to say of Peter that he came 
first; unless, indeed, his position at the head was a 
statutory chairmanship ordained by the Master who has 
called and ordained the Twelve. 

3. It is St. Matthew (xiv, 28, seq.) who describes 
St. Peter walking upon the water. Even though this 
scene is a study on the uncertainty of St. Peter’s per- 
sonal faith, it is nevertheless a witness to the unique 
privilege given to him when, like his Master, he miracu- 
lously walked on the water. 

4. We may deal with the well-known text, Matt. xvi, 
17-19, in the words of a recent writer from the ranks of 
our separated brethren. Professor C. H. Turner, in an 
epoch-marking article in Theology (August, 1926), ‘St. 
Peter in the New Testament,” has the following words : 

“ These indications would be quite enough to show 
that in the circles from which the matter peculiar to the 
First Gospel was drawn the prerogative position of 
St. Peter was amply recognised. 

** But there remains, of course, still to consider the 
most striking testimony of all (Matt. xvi, 17-19), the 
sequel to Peter’s great Confession of Mark vili, 29; 
‘ And Jesus answered and said to him, Blessed art thou, 
Simon Bar-Jona, for flesh and blood hath not revealed it 
to thee, but my Father which is in heaven. And I myself 
say to thee that thou art Rock, and on this Rock I will 
build my Church, and the gates of Hades shall not prevail 
against it. I will give thee the keys of the kingdom of 
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heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall 
be bound in heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt loose on 
earth shall be loosed in heaven.’ 

“No words could well be more startling than these. 
In the Palestinian surroundings where the First Gospel 
was put into shape, no sort of doubt can have existed 
as to the unique position believed to have been conferred 
by Christ on his chief Apostle ; and if for ‘ Palestinian’ 
we substitute ‘ Syrian ’ or ‘ Antiochene,’ we must ascribe 
the belief to Gentile as well as to Jewish Christians. 
Even if the belief were not based on fact, it was quite 
definitely held within the first fifty years of the life of the 
Christian society. . . . I think we shall find reason to 
suspect that no such promise was made to the Apostle 
on the occasion to which St. Matthew ascribes it; but I think 
we shall also find reason to conjecture that some such 
promise was really uttered by Our Lord at a later and still 
more supreme moment” (p. 70. Italics ours). 

The Petrine discussion with our separated brethren 
has entered a new phase when words like these of Pro- 
fessor Turner show that the position of St. Peter in the 
New Testament can now be approached by way of 
unprejudiced scholarship. 

Professor Turner’s suggestion, first broached by the 
Rev. E. W. de la Hey, may well be left for the careful 
judgment of Catholic exegetes. These exegetes, among 
whom is St. Thomas (cf. p. 21), are already agreed that 
St. Matthew is not always concerned to give a strict 
chronological order, or to set sayings in their chronological 
context. Indeed, he very wisely sets important sayings 
in a psychological context, in order to draw attention to 
their meaning. 
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Leaving to Catholic exegetes, therefore, the question 
whether the context of Matt. xvi is chronologically 
exact, we are content to insist that whatever view may be 
finally accepted about the place and time of these words 
of Jesus to Peter, there can be no doubt that they convey 
not merely a privilege but a primacy. 

If St. Matthew has been at pains to stress the psy- 
chological rather than the chronological context it is 
only to stress the primacy of St. Peter. 

This primacy has functions described by two words : 
Rock; and Key-bearer. The function of a Rock is 
static rather than dynamic. Only a Rock gives an 
immovable foundation to the house, as St. Matthew 
himself records (vii, 24-25). But when the house is 
built and dwelt in there must be a key and a key-bearer 
to make the indwellers safe. St. Peter is not merely the 
Rock, but he is equally the key-bearer. His primacy 
begins with the beginning and continues to the end! 
No other Apostle has a function comparable to this. 
Indeed, the truth is that no other individual Apostle is given 
any official function. 


° 


A difficulty is created by the seemingly obvious fact 
that not only the early Christians, but even the Apostles 
did not clearly understand these words: ‘‘ Thou art 
Peter,”’ etc., to mean a Primacy. We shall even insist on 
the fact that St. Luke and St. John added other over- 
looked incidents to reinforce these words. 

But these simple words are not unique in failing to be 
understood. Even nowadays many sincere Christians 
fail to understand the still more simple words: “‘ This . 
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is my Body.” Moreover, when Our Blessed Lord made 
a clear statement of His coming Death and Resurrection, 
St. Mark (ix, 31) and St. Luke (ix, 45, x, 34) both say 
that the Apostles did not understand. 

5. The position of primacy conferred by the words 
“Thou art Peter,” etc., is seen to be reinforced by another 
incident recalled by St. Matthew alone. 

** And when they were come to Capharnaum they 
that received the didrachma came to Peter and said 
‘Doth not your Master pay the didrachma?’ He said, 
cas: 

** And when he (Peter) had come into the house Jesus 
spoke first to him, saying, ‘ What thinkest thou, Simon P 
The kings of the earth, from whom do they receive toll 
and tribute—from their children or from strangers ?’” 
He having said, ‘From strangers,’ Jesus said to him, 
‘Then the children are free. But that we may not 
scandalise them, go to the sea and cast in a hook, and 
the first fish that shall come up hold; and having 
opened its mouth, thou shalt find a stater. Take that; 
and give it to them for me and thee’ ”’ (Mt, xvii, 24-26). 

(a) St. Matthew, the official tax-collector, whose 
Gospel is so full of the doctrine of the ‘‘ kingdom” 
here gives us a scene based on tax-collecting. This tax- 
collector had, no doubt, often collected the didrachma 
or capitation tax from the household of St. Peter. 

(b) The incident centres around the house of St. Peter, 
So much was the Master of the Twelve identified with 
one of the Twelve that the Roman officials seemed to 
look on Jesus as a lodger in the house of St. Peter. 

(c) The question, What thinkest THOU. SIMON ? 
is parallel to the question, Whom do you say that I am ? 
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(xvi, 15). Moreover, there is relationship between “‘ that 
we may not scandalise them” (iva de uy oKavOarirwmev 
autovs) and “‘thou art a scandal to me” (cxavdarov & 
éuév) Matt. xvi, 23. 

(d) A further point is of great importance. Although 
Jesus several times used the word WE (or rather, the 
second person plural), of himself and his disciples, only 
once does he use the second person plural of himself 
and one individual; and that individual is St. Peter. 
Nowhere else in the Gospel does he link himself thus 
with one other except with his heavenly Father. No 
wonder that at once upon this identification of himself 
and St. Peter comes the question put by the other 
Apostles: “ Who then is the greater in the kingdom of 
heaven ? ” 

(e) It is hardly less significant that at the same solemn 
leave-taking in Galilee St. Peter should ask: “ Lord, 
how often shall my brother offend against me, and I 
forgive him?” In answer to this pointed question 
Our Saviour spoke the gracious parable of the servant 
who would not forgive his fellow servants (Matt. xviii, 
22-35). 

6. Further confirmation of St. Matthew’s concern for 
the position of St. Peter will be found in his treatment of 
the Passion and Resurrection of Jesus (cf. Appendix 
DE). 


To sum up. St. Matthew, this man rich enough to 
give a great banquet, and scholar enough to hold a high 
post in the national Customs service, and saint enough 
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to quit his career at a word in order to follow the Car- 
penter of Nazareth—this fearless follower of the Truth 
has thought it part of his loyalty to Jesus to bear witness 
that Jesus called Peter, the unlettered fisherman of 
Bethsaida, before he called the Eleven—that Jesus chose 
Peter to be the FIRST of the Twelve who are to sit on 
thrones judging the Twelve Tribes—that Jesus gave 
Peter the power to walk, as He walked, on the sea—that 
Jesus fashioned Simon the Reed into Cephas (Peter) the 
Rock on which the Church is built—that Jesus com- 
missioned Peter to be Key-bearer or Door-keeper of 
His House, the Church, in order that what Peter opened 
no man might shut and that what Peter shut no man 
might open—that Jesus dwelt with Peter and was 
counted by men as a lodger in Peter’s house—and that as 
Jesus spoke of Himself and His Father as WE, so with 
mysterious condescension and purpose did Jesus speak of 
Himself and Peter as WE. In what plainer words could 
this man who had turned his back on riches for Truth 
declare to the ages that Jesus Whom alone he worshipped 
had given Simon Peter a Primacy over all—even over 
the Eleven to whom by the Mastet’s choice he himself 
belonged ? 


CHAPTER III 
THE WITNESS—OF ST. LUKE 


Before examining and valuing the very important 
and detailed witness of St. Luke, the companion and 
devoted disciple of St. Paul, we must deal with the in- 
cident recalled by St. Paul’s letter to the Galatians. 
As this incident is the one main difficulty against the 
Petrine supremacy to be found in the New Testament, 
the fact that both the incident and St. Paul’s record of 
the incident antedate the two works (the Gospel, and 
the Acts) of St. Luke throws an indispensable light on 
the mind both of St. Paul and St. Luke. 


J—Sr. Pauy’s REPREHENSION OF St. PETER 


(A) 
(EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS) 


“But when Cephas was come to Antioch, I with- 
stood him to the face, because he was to be blamed. 
For before that some came from James he did eat 
with the Gentiles; but when they were come, he 
withdrew and separated himself, fearing them of the 
circumcision. And to his dissimulation the rest of the 
Jews consented, so that Barnabas also was led by them 
into that dissimulation. But when I saw that they 
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walked not uprightly unto the truth of the Gospel, 
I said to Cephas before them all: If thou being a 
Jew livest after the manner of the Gentiles and not as 
the Jews, how dost thou compel the Gentiles to live 
as the Jews?” 

(Galatians ii, 11-14.) 


The circumstances of the Epistle to the Galatians are 
these : 

1. St. Paul had preached to the Galatians. He had 
taught them that Gentile converts need not be circum- 
cised (Jewish converts would be already circumcised) ; 
and that the neo-Christians were not bound to observe 
the Law. “ Behold I Paul tell you that if ye be circum- 
cised, Christ shall profit you nothing ” (v. 2). 

2. A group of Christians, probably quoting the au- 
thority of St. James, Bishop of Jerusalem, took advantage 
of St. Paul’s absence from Galatia to teach that circum- 
cision was necessary for the convert Gentiles. 

“*,... they will have you to be circumcised ” (vi, 13) ; 
... a little leaven ” (v, 9); ““. . .. some that trouble 
you would pervert the Gospel of Christ ”’ (i, 7). 

3. It is therefore a matter of dispute between one 
Apostle (Paul) and at least the followers of another 
Apostle (James). 

In such a dispute the most important element is the 
tribunal of appeal, without which no agreement between 
the parties disagreeing can be found. 

The appeal—explicit or implicit—seems to have been 
to the authority or practice of St. Peter. 

4. But St. Peter was claimed by both sides. The 
Iovdaioe from Jerusalem could claim that St. Peter 


ce 
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had allowed St. James’s view to determine his own course 
of action. “‘ Before that some came from James he (Peter) 
did eat with the Gentiles. But when they were come he 
withdrew and separated himself” (ii, 12). 

St. Paul does not deny (a) the authority of St. Peter 
ot (b) the alleged fact. He does not say, “‘ Peter’s action 
is of no authority.”’ On the contrary, he urges that St. 
Peter’s action was a momentary inconsistency due to 
unwise kindness towards the party of James. In other 
words, he does not contrast St. Peter with any other ; 
he contrasts St. Peter with St. Peter himself! St. Paul’s 
only reply, and he thinks it a fitting reply, is: (a) I 
acknowledge the authority of St. Peter. Indeed, my 
policy has been a carrying out of St. Peter’s decision. 
But (b) St. Peter momentarily procured a false peace 
by allowing the party of St. James to have its way. “If 
thou ” (Cephas), ‘‘ being a Jew, livest after the manner 
of the Gentiles and not as the Jews do, how dost thou 
compel the Gentiles to live as the Jews ? ” (ii, 14). 

In these statements are seen the following facts : 

(a) There is a difference, if not between the Apostles 
St. James and St. Paul, at least between St. Paul and the 
messengers of St. James, about keeping the observances 
of the Law, and especially circumcision. 

(b) As was natural, an appeal was made to the ac- 
knowledged Head, St. Peter, whom both sides claimed 
as their patron. 

(c) St. Paul acknowledges that one action of St. Peter 
was on the side of the James party, but he does not 
appeal from St. Peter to another Apostle. He appeals 
from St. Peter to St. Peter; i.e. from St. Peter’s kindly 
if impolitic act to St. Peter’s own decision and life. 
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(d) That the authority of St. Peter and not that of 
St. John or another apostle was brought into the dispute 
is a strong proof of the Headship of St. Peter in the 
eatly Church. 


(B) 


Tue ‘“‘ GALATIANS ”” AND I CoRINTHIANS 


Though it is almost agreed among exegetes that the 
First Epistle to the Corinthians was written after the 
Epistle to the Galatians, yet, whether written after or 
before, it throws light on St. Paul’s real attitude towards 
St. Peter. 

The texts are : 


I Cor. i, 12—I indeed am of Paul ; I am of Apollo ; 
and I of Cephas ; and I of Christ. 
iii, 22—All things are yours, whether it be of 
Paul or Apollo or Cephas. 
ix, 5—As well as the Apostles and the 
brethren of the Lord and Cephas. 
xv, 5—That He was seen by Cephas and after 
that by the Eleven. 
6—Then He was seen by more than five 
hundred brethren at once... . 
After that He was seen by James, 
then by all the Apostles. 
xv, 8—Last of all He was seen also by me. 


(a) If the Epistle to the Corinthians was written before 
the Galatians, the First Epistle would throw light on the 
Second by shewing why, in a dispute between the parties 
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of St. Paul and St. James,t who were both Apostles, 
the authority of another Apostle should be part of the 
discussion. The primacy given in these texts of I Corin- 
thians, i.e. in a letter to a characteristically Gentile 
Church, which St. Peter had perhaps visited, enables 
us to see why the trouble in the Galatian Church, which 
perhaps St. Peter had not visited, should be related to, and 
perhaps decided by, an appeal to the customary action 
of St. Peter. If, however, St. Peter had visited the 
Churches of Galatia an appeal to his custom or to his * 
authority was natural. 

(bd) If the Epistle to the Corinthians was written, as 
seems fairly certain, after the Galatians, new significance 
is given to the four references to St. Peter. 

It is noteworthy that in a// of these four texts St. 
Peter has precedence of every other person or group 
except Jesus. It is significant, too, that the name Cephas, 
which was used in the difficult passages of the Galatians, 
is again used in this Epistle. We shall have occasion to 
comment on the only other occasion when it is used in 
the New Testament (John i, 42). Since St. James was 
looked upon as the head of the Judaising Christians 
whom St. Paul resisted, his mention here (xv, 5) in an 
honourable position before St. Paul, points to the fact 
that I Corinthians is St. Paul’s amende honorable for the 
misunderstanding which Galatians might have occa- 
sioned. All this serves to make explicit St. Paul’s official 
statement about the primacy of St. Peter, momentarily 
misunderstood by casual readers of the Galatians. 


We ate presuming that James is the Apostle James the Less. Even 
if he is not an Apostle, one of the Twelve, but merely Bishop of Jerusalem, 
the force of the argument is not weakened. 


48 THE NEW TESTAMENT 


(c) It is hardly possible to exaggerate the importance 
of the position given to St. Peter in the list of witnesses 
of the Resurrection. 

If, as seems likely, the Gospels of St. Matthew and 
St. Mark were in circulation at this time, they alone 
contained the only authentic account of the central 
doctrine of the apostolic teaching (d:dayy) the Resur- 
rection. But in neither of these Gospels was there a hint 
that St. Peter had been given any special privilege in 
the matter of the Resurrection. He had been included, 
or at least not excluded, from the doubt which the 
Apostles gave to the reports that the dead Christ had 
risen to life. Indeed, St. Mark’s Gospel had almost 
suggested that as St. Peter had denied his faith at the 
word of a woman he should have his faith established 
at the word of women. “ Tell his disciples and Peser 
that He goeth before you into Galilee. There ye shall 
see Him as He told you ” (Mark xvi, 7). This humiliating 
message to the Apostle who had denied his Master with 
an oath was only confirmed by St. Matthew’s meagre 
resurrection story. Readers of St. Matthew, as of St. 
Mark, would naturally conclude thatnot until the Eleven 
had made their way to Galilee did St. Peter with the Ten 
see their Risen Master. And it was left to these readers 
to question whether St. Peter was not one of those 
doubters whom the Risen Master upbraided for their 
‘incredulity and hardness of heart” (cbid., 14). 

St. Paul’s Epistle to the Corinthians must have been 
almost a shock to such readers. It gave a list of ap- 
pearances of the Risen Christ, putting St. Peter first, 
thus giving him precedence not only over St. Paul 
himself but over St. James, and, still more astonishing, 
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over “all the Apostles ”—and the five hundred brethren 
and even the rest of the Eleven ! 

To value this message to the Gentile Church at 
Corinth we must remember that an Apostle meant, 
especially for the Greeks, “‘a witness of the Resurrec- 
tion.”” No one realised this more than the man who at 
this point of his letter begins to argue on the Resurrection 
with the fellow-countrymen of Socrates, Plato, and 
Aristotle. Though no little metaphysics are to be found 
in his famous appeal to Greek intelligence, his main 
argument for the doctrine of the Resurrection of man’s 
body is the witnessed fact of the Resurrection of Christ’s 
body? and of that fact of the Resurrection of Christ’s 
body the supreme witness is St. Peter. In other words, 
this supreme witness of the Resurrection is the supreme 
Apostle. 

Another feature of these testimonies to St. Peter in 
this Epistle to the Corinthians must not be overlooked. 
In no other—and certainly in no earlier—Epistle do we 
find such evidence of the primitive Church groupings or 
organisation. ‘These earlier groupings are of supreme 
interest. We may set them down in outline: 


Chap. ix,5 Cephas — _ Brethren Apostles — — 
of the Lord 

Chap. xii,29  — oa Apostles Prophets Doctors 

Chap. xv, 5-7 Cephas Bisven Brethren Apostles — — 


It is in this Epistle with its insistence on the primitive 
Church groupings that St. Paul gives St. Peter the place 
of primacy no less than four times. 


"If Christ be not risen again then is our preaching vain; and your 
faith is also vain (I Cor, xv, 14). 


D 
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Having dealt with an incident which must have been 
both of unique importance in the life of St. Luke and 
of unique significance in his Gospel and Acts, we now 
examine these two books in the light of this incident. 


JI—TuHe Gospeu oF Str. LuKE 


In order to appreciate St. Luke’s witness to St. Peter 
we must never forget St. Luke’s relation to St. Paul. 
We should use as an exegetical principle in every detail 
of his references to St. Peter the fact that, roughly 
speaking, St. Luke was to St. Paul what St. Mark was to 
St. Peter. Thus, we may say that, as St. Mark’s Gospel 
is Petrine, St. Luke’s Gospel and Acts are Pauline. 
St. Luke’s devotion to a master who made many demands 
on his tact and patience never ebbed out; but may be 
seen from beginning to end of his two books on the 
Founder and on the early growth of the Church. Even 
in such a supreme matter as the institution of the Blessed 
Sacrament he left the tradition of St. Matthew and St. 
Mark for that of his master, St. Paul. 

Critics, whilst not agreed about the exact date when 
St. Luke first published his Gospel, are yet agreed that 
this date is after the circumcision dispute, which at one 
time threatened to become a sword of division between 
St. Paul on the one hand and St. Peter no less than St. 
James on the other hand. Few events in the life of the 
early Church had borne such a menace of death. It had 
occasioned the face-to-face reprehension of St. Peter 
at Antioch. With far greater menace it had occasioned 
the letter of St. Paul to the Galatians, in which St. Paul’s 
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account of this reprehension was to become an official 
document in the scantily-furnished dossier of Christian 
sources. For the moment we may be allowed to contrast 
this headlongness of St. Paul with the quiet prudence of 
his “‘ dear physician,’ St. Luke. St. Paul has no sooner 
heard of the unrest and changes in the Galatian Churches 
than he pens an Epistle which for centuries has made 
even saints to disagree! In contrast with this is the 
silence of St. Luke, who in the only official history of the 
early Church has not the slightest direct mention of an 
event which might have rent the Church! The Biblical 
exegete who can understand the meaning and purpose 
of writings by understanding their atmosphere must not 
ignore this incident and this silence of St. Luke if his 
exegesis is to be always in touch with reality. 

For the purposes of this thesis it matters little therefore 
what date the reader of the thesis accepts for the com- 
position of the Gospel and Acts of St. Luke. Even the 
latest date would not diminish, and might even heighten 
the argument for the thesis. To quote Lagrange: 
“ L’école de Baur, imaginant que le troisiéme évangile 
et les Actes étaient des owvrages de conciliation entre les 
tendances de Pierre et celles de Paul, leur assignait une date 
quelconque aprés I’an 100.”! The latest date, far 
from disproving the peacemaking aim of St. Luke, was 
accepted by the Baur school because of this undeniable 
peacemaking aim ! 

If my readers agree with Ramsay that the last edition 
of the Gospel went forth from St. Luke’s hand between 
A.D. 79-81 whilst Titus was reigning as sole Emperor, 


tM, J. Lagrange, O.P., Evangile selon Saint Luc. Gabalda, Paris, 
1921, pp. xx, xxi. 
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the witness of the book loses little or nothing of its 
weight. St. Peter and St. Paul had long since sealed their 
faith with their blood. The momentary difference be- 
tween them had yielded to a fellowship of martyrdom 
which would link their names for ever. They were 
lying together in the same soil, perhaps in the same tomb. 
Rome, the See of Peter, was taking the lead everywhere 
in the Church. The sees founded or fostered by St. Paul 
were even then yielding to and even demanding the 
leadership of Rome. Enough of St. Paul’s independence 
of soul had passed into his “‘ dear physician”? to make 
St. Luke protest against any usurpation of authority 
by a successor of St. Peter. Yet far from uttering a 
protest, he is seen in his Gospel to confirm, with the 
authority of Jesus Christ, the privilege and primacy of 
the Roman see. 

But many will pass over the opinion of Baur and 
Ramsay in order to give an even earlier date to St. Luke’s 
Gospel. They will accept the opinion set forth by 
Lagrange : 


“Or on sait, d’aprés plusieurs savants (Zahn, 
Harnack, Duchesne) saint Pierre subit le martyre en 
Yan 64 tandis que saint Paul ne fut martyr qu’en 67 
ou en 68. A supposer que Marc a attendu la mort de 
Pierre pour donner son évangile au public, il avait 
sirement pris des notes au cours de ses catéchéses, 
il Vavait écrit d’aprés les anciens de Clement 
d’Alexandrie. 

Luc qui a surement retrouvé Marc 4 Rome a pu 
avoir connaissance de son évangile, s’en servir pour 
écrire le sien et le terminer ainsi que les Actes avant 


’ 
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la persécution de Néron qui suivit Pincendié de Rome 
(19-28 juillet 64). Nous avons aujourd’hui le droit de 
dater du printemps de l’an 63 la fin de la captivité 
de Paul; nous avons donc la marge nécessaire pour 
cette combinaison.! Tout se passe dans les Actes, et 
ils sont terminés comme si Luc avait écrit a la fin de la 
captivité, vers l’an 63 ou 64” (p. xxiii). 


No exegete who holds.this the most historical view of 
the date and place of publication of St. Luke’s Gospel 
and Acts can afford to forget it when dealing with St. 
Luke’s witness to St. Peter. It is not difficult to imagine 
the pre-occupation of a writer whose books, dealing with 
St. Peter and St. Paul, were published in the very city 
where St. Peter and St. Paul both dwelt and at least one, 
if not both of these Apostles, was in prison. It is psy- 
chologically impossible that this devoted follower of St. 
Paul would not submit every line he wrote to the criticism 
of the master whom imprisonment had invested with 
greater authority. In other words, the third Gospel and 
the Acts of the Apostles are in all their essential doctrines 
as Pauline as the Epistle to the Hebrews | 


Before dealing in detail with St. Luke’s witness we 
must ask our readers to remark that all the main incidents 
of St. Peter’s training mentioned by St. Matthew and 
St. Mark find a place in St. Luke. Far from lessening their 
witness to the claims of St. Peter, he seems to have set 
himself the task of proving that the privilege and primacy 
given to St. Peter by the first two evangelists were not 


1M. J. Lagrange, O.P., Evangile selon Saint Luc. Gabalda, Paris, 
1921. pp. xxvi, xxvii. 


(rs THE NEW TESTAMENT 


a privilege and primacy of mete honour but of real power, 
even over the other Apostles. 

We will deal with the material of the Gospel in the 
otder of the Gospel itself. 

(1) To begin with a minor point. St. Mark records 
that Jesus and the others ‘‘ came to the house of Simon 
and Andrew ” (Mark i, 29). St. Luke omits the reference 
to Andrew, saying: “‘ Jesus... . went into Simon’s 
house ” (Luke iv, 38). To appreciate the significance of 
this and other omissions we have to bear in mind that 
in these passages St. Luke is following the Marcan 
document almost word for word (cf. p. 10). 

(z) We refer our readers to the previous discussion 
on the call of the four chief Apostles (p. 7). 

(3) .... and on the special names of some (p. 14). 

(4) According to what may fairly be considered the 
soundest text, St. Luke has the striking phrase (ix, 32): 
¥ Peter and they that were with him 35 (6 ILerpos Kae OL 
cv avr@) where Mark (ix, 30) has merely “the dis- 
ciples” (uaOytai). To bring out the full force of this 
text we must compare St. Luke’s TPWTOS Aoyos 
(Gospel) with his devrepos Aoyos (Acts). It is clear 
that St. Luke paints two groups: one before and one 
after the Ascension. The first group has Jesus as visible 
head; the second group, in default of Jesus, has St. 
Peter as visible head. “In those days Peter, rising up in 
the midst of the brethren” (Acts i, 15), etc. Again 
(ix, 32), ‘‘ Peter and they that were with him.” 

(5) It is significant that in the account of St. Peter’s 
gteat profession of faith St. Luke suppresses Our Blessed 
Lord’s reprimand of St. Peter. But he is at pains to give 
what St. Matthew had omitted to give, Our Blessed 
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Lord’s reprimand of St. John (ix, 49-50), and of St. 
John and St. James (54-55). 

(6) In the acccount of the Transfiguration, a miracle 
closely linked with St. Peter, St. Luke restores what 
St. Mark had said and St. Matthew had omitted, “‘ He ”’ 
(i.e. Peter) “knew not what he said.” But St. Luke 
adds to St. Mark, what St. Matthew had noted, “ And 
as he spoke” (ratra dé avroo Aéyovros) ““ these 
things there came a cloud and overshadowed them ” 
(Luke ix, 34). St. Luke here shows that it was whilst 
St. Peter was uttering words revealed by God that the 
divine cloud overshadowed the group of Apostles. 

Compare what St. Luke records of the fateful speech 
when St. Peter decides that the Gentile world in the 
person of Cornelius shall be within the covenanted 
mercies of Christ (Acts x, 44). “‘ Whilst Peter was yet 
speaking (ér: NadovvTos Tov Ilérpov) these words, the 
Holy Ghost fell on them that heard the word.” 

(7) Another significant incident may be left to St. 
Luke’s graphic pen: 


** And he said to His disciples ... . Fear not little 
flock, for it hath pleased your Father to give you a 
kingdom.... Let your loins be girt! (reprefwomuévar) 
and lamps burning in your hands, and you yourselves 
like to men who wait for their Lord when he shall 
return from the wedding. ... Be you then also ready, 


"John xxi, 18: “ When thou (Simon Bar-Jona) wert younger thou 
didst gird (éfdvyves) thyself... . But when thou shalt be old another 
shall gird thee ({Zoe.)—Acts xii, 8. And the angel said to him, Gird 
thyself (Ilepifwoar)—I Pet. i, 13. Having the loins of your mind girt 
up (avafwodmervoc). 
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for at what hour you think not the Son of Man will 
come. 

* And Peter said to Him—Lord, dost thou speak 
this parable to us or likewise to all ? 

* And the Lord said: Who (thinkest thou) is the 
faithful and wise steward (oxoyduos house-ruler— 
Matt. dovdos, servant) whom his Lord setteth over 
his family to give them their measure of wheat in 
due season? Blessed is that servant whom when his 
Lord shall come he shall find so doing. Verily, I say 
to you, he will set him over all that he possesseth ” 
(Luke xii, 32-42). 


Few sayings of St. Peter’s Master seem to have made a 
deeper or more lasting impression on the mind of St. 
Peter. In the short letter which he wrote to the 
“strangers dispersed’ through Asia, phtases from this 
answer to his question, this sermon on his responsibilities, 
occur again and again. To feel the force of this passage 
the reader has only to consult such texts as I Peter i, 13, 
245-1, 183 il, 8-95 1Vs35 45:75. 83 Ws 1s 9: 

It is significant that St. Luke changes St. Matthew’s 
word “servant” into guovdmos. This implies what 
dovros does not necessarily imply, that the oxovouos 
has authority over the others. Indeed, St. Luke has also 
changed Matthew’s word “ fellow-servant ” (cvvdovXous) 
into radas and radicxas. (If that servant shall say in 
his heart: my lord is long a-coming and shall begin 
to strike the men-servants and the maid-servants.”) St. Luke 
has here clearly conveyed the idea that although he who 
asked the question might have power over others (whom 
St. Matthew calls his fellow-servants) he must not ill- 
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treat them, lest their common Master should punish 
him. It is not too much to expect that an unprejudiced 
student of St. Luke’s witness will see a confirmation of 
St. Peter’s real power or authority over his fellow-Apostles 
in the great House or Church of Christ. 

(8) Another minor point may be expressed in Pro- 
fessor Turner’s words: “ Twice the name of Peter is 
grafted on to the Marcan story: The disciples of Mark v, 
31, become Peter and his companions in Luke viii, 45,.... 
And the two disciples sent to arrange for the Passover in 
Mark xiv, 13, become Peter and John in Luke xxii, 8.” 

(9) But the Petrine passage (Luke xxii, 24-32) calls for 
special consideration. To feel its significance to the full 
we must realise how much explicitly Petrine teaching 
had already found its way into the official writings of 
the Church. It wil] be admitted that the high tide of the 
teaching was to be found in Our Blessed Lord’s words 
to St. Peter: “Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I 
will build my Church; and the gates of hell shall not - 
prevail against it. And I will give to thee the keys of the 
kingdom of Heaven. And whatsoever thou shalt bind 
upon earth, it shall be bound also in heaven. And what- 
soevet thou shalt loose upon earth, it shall be loosed 
also in heaven ” (Matt. xvi, 18-19). 

We are far from thinking that these plain words of the 
Word made flesh do not mean the Petrine power in all 
its fullness. But we would have our readers try to realise 
what impression these words would make on a Christian 
who had only, say, the Epistle of St. Paul to the Galatians 
and the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Mark. Such a 
Christian would reflect that in these words of the highest 
authority (a) the prerogative conferred on St. Peter bore 
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no explicit reference to or comparison with the powers 
granted to the other Apostles. Moreover, (b) such a 
Christian would reflect that later on the Apostles in 
general seem to have received what was here given to 
St. Peter in particular. Thus almost the same words are 
whatsoever you’ (not thou) “ shall bind upon earth shall 
be bound also in heaven. And whatsoever you”? (not 
thou) “shall loose upon earth shall be loosed also in 
heaven” (Matt. xviii, 18). These words were rendered 
all the more impressive as they were spoken in the house 
of Peter on the evening when Jesus was bidding farewell 
to Galilee before going up to Jerusalem and to death. 

One might expect that St. Luke’s sympathy with St. 
Paul would have urged him to stress this common com- 
mission to the Apostles in view of the Galatian incident, 
with St. Paul’s self-recorded attitude towards his fellow- 
Apostle, St. Peter. It is almost with a shock that we 
realise how St. Luke, far from stressing these words, 
has altogether omitted them | 

Moreover, as if it was not enough to omit the words 
which the early Christian might consider a sign of the 
equality of St. Peter and all the Apostles, St. Luke has 
added an incident which clearly shows St. Peter’s au- 
thority over the Apostles. The words are of first 
importance : 


23 And they began to inquire among themselves 
which of them it was that should do this thing. 

24 And there was also a strife amongst them which 
of them should seem to be the greater (uéiCwv). 

25 And he said to them, The kings of the Gentiles 
lord it over them and they that have power 


WITNESS TO ST. PETER 59 


ovet (efouvsrafoyres) them are called bene- 
ficent. 

26 But you, not so. But he that is the greater among 
you (yyouuevos) let him become as the 
younger; and he that is the leader as he that 
serveth. 

27. For which is greater, he that sitteth at table or 
he that serveth P Is not he that sitteth at table ? 
But I am in the midst of you as one that serveth. 

28 And you are they who have continued with me 
in my temptations. 

29 And I dispose to you, as my Father hath disposed 
to me, a kingdom. 

30 That you may eat and drink at my table in my 
kingdom and may sit upon thrones judging 
the twelve tribes of Israel. 

And the Lord said: ‘“‘ Simon, Simon, behold 
Satan hath desired to have you that he may sift 
you as wheat. But I have prayed for THEE that 
tHy faith fail not; and rHou being once 
converted confirm thy brethren.” 


Almost every word in this passage is full of sig- 
nificance. 

(a) The divine commission which seemed to make all 
the Apostles equal in power of binding and loosing was 
given at the solemn farewell (meal?) which ended the 
Galilean ministry. 

The divine commission which signified St. Peter’s 
power to strengthen his brother Apostles was given at the 
more solemn farewell meal which ended Our Blessed 
Lord’s earthly ministry. 
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(b) No other passage in the Gospels is full of so many 
phrases signifying the divinely-given power of the 
Apostles over the world. They are a kingdom'—they 
alone are to sit at the king’s table—they are “‘to judge 
even the chosen Twelve Tribes of Israel ”’—like the 
kings of the earth they have power (é£ovc1aGovres) 
over their subjects—but, unlike the kings of the earth, 
they are not to “lord”? it over their subjects; their 
power is not for lordship (kvpiedovow) but for service. 
In this they were to be like Him who sat with them who 
used His Divine power as one that served even them 
who wete about to deny Him and betray Him. Lastly, 
as they had stood by Him in the trials and assaults of 
Satan, so would He stand by them. 

(c) This discourse of Our Saviour on power for service 
which St. Matthew and St. Mark place after the ambi- 
tious request of the brothers James and John, kinsmen of 
Jesus, is here placed by St. Luke so as to bring out the 
power of St. Peter over his “brother”? Apostles. If, 
in point of fact, St. Luke has displaced, as many Catholic 
exegetes have thought he has displaced, this incident 
for the sake of the truth he is enforcing, it is clear that 
he is enforcing, with no uncertain voice, St. Peter’s 
power over his fellow-Apostles. 

(d) The Apostles expressed their strife by asking a 
question about one word: “ Which of them would be 
taken to be the greater” (uéiGwv). The word “ greater ” 


"This kingdom which Jesus gives them is the kingdom of power 
given to the Son by the Father. 

In Matt. xx, 25, Mark x, 42, the word is xaraxupievovow. The only 
other mention (exc. Acts xix, 6) is I Peter v, 3 (the ancients I beseech... 
feed the flock), “not lording it over the clergy” (karaxuptevovres rv 
KAhpwr). 
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does not necessarily imply that the “ greater” has power 
over the lesser. A man may be preater than others 
without being greater in power over the others. 

It is therefore significant that Our Blessed Lord not 
only answers their question, but completes their question 
80 as to answer it completely. He tells them that (when 
He is gone) there will be one like Him, who will be not 
only a Greater but a Leader (HEO/YMENOD). 

(¢) Had it been the purpose of Jesus to organise a 
Church governed not democratically by the majority, 
nor monarchically by one, but oligarchically by a mi- 
nority, His answer to the vital question of the Apostles 
could not have been what it is. ‘he 'I'ruth would have 
been obliged to speak the truth. He could not have done 
what St. Luke shows him to have done. He could not 
agree that there was to be a Greater—that that Greater 
was to be preater by his greater power of leadership— 
and that this Greater and Leader was to be towards his 
fellow-Apostles what He, Jesus, was towards them, “ as 
one that serveth.” 

(f) Stress is sometimes laid on the note of service which 
is coupled with the Greater. But it is not infrequently 
forgotten that it is the service of those who rule or 
“sit at table,” and not the service of those others who 
minister to those who sit at table. In the context it is 
clear that the quality and duty of service are linked by 
Jesus with the prerogative of authority and power. 

(g) Moreover, as if to explain more fully the recipient 
and the nature of this greaterncss and leadership He 

oes on to speak to the Apostles through Peter : “ Simon, 
Simon, behold Satan hath desired to have you that he 
may sift you as wheat.” It is surely significant that 
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almost without warning he addresses Simon twice by his 
own personal name as representative of the Twelve! 
The one who was thus singled out by Jesus as the recog- 
nised representative of the Apostles owed his position 
to the Master who thus singled him out. 

But if he is one of the Twelve for whom Satan has 
asked, he is the only one of the Twelve for whom Jesus 
has asked. This ‘‘ asking ” is that the heavenly Father 
may give to Peter the power to confirm or strengthen 
(cripi€ov) Peter’s fellow Apostles. Light is thrown on 
the meaning of this word by St. Luke’s use of it. In 
its simple form it occurs Acts xviii, 23 (St. Paul) “ went 
through the country of Galatia and Phrygia in order, 
confirming («rnptwv) all the disciples.” ? 

In its compound form, Acts xiv, 20 (Paul and Barna- 
bas) “‘ returned again to Lystria and to Iconium and to 
Antioch confirming (emornpifovres) the souls of 
the disciples.” Again, Acts xv, 32 (Judas and Silas) 
“being prophets also themselves . . . . comforted the 
brethren and confirmed (emorjpifay) them.” .... 
41 (Paul and Silas) “went through Syria and Cilicia 
confirming (emtarijpiEay) the Churches.”’ 

In all these texts it is clear that this word signifies 


tCompate “Satan éfyrjoaro” with Jesus—“‘< Hyd de edenOny 
mept adv. The prayer of Satan for all the Apostles is contrasted with 
the prayer of Jesus for Simon. Light is thrown on this passage where 
we might expect it to be thrown, in St. John’s account of the prayer of 
Jesus (John xvii, 9), “I pray for them. I pray not for the world. . . . (20) 
Neither for these only do I pray. But for them also that believe in me 
through their word.” St. John makes it clear that there was a prayer 
for all the world; yet there was a preferential prayer for the Apostles, 
who wete given powet over the world. So, too, St. Luke shows that 
Jesus offered up a preferential prayer for the Apostle (Peter) who was 
given power over the other Apostles. 

All this is reinforced by St, Luke’s use of the word “ Satan ” 
(Appendix B., p. 137). 
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the power to strengthen. When given by Jesus as an 
office to the Apostle St. Peter it implies power of some 
kind over his fellow-Apostles. 

(4) The same conclusion is reached by a study of the 
word, which was added by Jesus Himself. According to 
the text and context it is clearly St. Peter who is to be 
not only the mero but the N'Y OU[MLEVOS- 

It is used seven times: Matt. i1, 6 (quoting Micheas 
v, 1), “ the governor that shall rule”? ; Acts vii, 10 (Joseph), 
“ governor over Egypt”; Acts xiv, 12, myovmevos Tov 
Adyou (Vulg. dux verbi) chief speaker; Acts xv, 22, 
advdpas nyouuevovs (Vulg. viros primos) chief men; 
Heb. xii, 7, ““ Remember your prelates (Auth. and Rev. : 
those that rule over you) who have spoken the word of 
God to you”’; 17, “‘ Obey your pre/ates (Auth. and Rev. : 
them that have the rule ovet you) and be subject to them ”’ ; 
24, “ Salute all your prelates (Auth. and Rev.: all them 
that have the rule overt you).” 

In view of these texts it would seem impossible to 
deny that St. Peter, who was clearly called the yyovuevos 
of the Twelve, was meant to “‘ have the rule ” over the 
Twelve. 

10. We have to ask our readers to consult appendix C, 
p- 141, in order to appreciate how earnestly St. Luke, 
the devoted follower of St. Paul, has striven to minimise 
the boast and denial of St. Peter; as well as St. Peter’s 
failure to watch with his Master in the Garden of Geth- 
seman. 

11. St. Luke’s account of the Resurrection is a further 
and last effort to exalt the primacy of St. Peter (cf. 
Appendix E, p. 148). Faithful to St. Paul’s teaching 
(I Cor. xv, 5) he shows that it was to St. Peter that the 
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Risen Christ first appeared; and it was at the word of 


Peter guaranteeing the Resurrection that the Apostles 
first believed. 


To sum up. St. Luke is as concerned as St. Matthew 
is concerned to tell his fellow-Christians that Jesus had 
given to Peter a Privilege (Mark) of Power (Matthew), 
But for such of the Christians as hesitated about the 
limits of this power St. Luke shows that it is power even 
overt St. Peter’s fellow-Apostles. To this concern of 
St. Luke for the Primacy we owe the knowledge, amongst 
other facts, that Jesus singled out Peter from the rest by 
calling him first from his fishing and by promising with a 
miraculous draught of fishes to confirm His promise 
that he should catch men; that jesus preached from the 
boat of Peter; that the house where Jesus lodged was 
Peter’s house and not also Andrew’s ; that even as men 
said: “Jesus and those with Him” so did they say 
“Peter and those with him,” meaning in each case the 
Apostles and their Head ; that at the Transfiguration of 
Jesus the words of Peter are confirmed by words from 
heaven; that at the solemn farewell meal with His 
Apostles Jesus confirmed Peter as the Greater and Leader 
among his brother Apostles, with power to strengthen 
these Apostles even in their faith; and that on the day 
of the Resurrection, Peter, to whom Jesus had appeared 
first, strengthened the faith of his brother Apostles by 
being the first whose witness to the Resurrection they 
believed. | 
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T1I—Tue Acts oF THE APOSTLES 


The preliminary remarks of the previous section 
should be recalled if not re-read. If these remarks were 
necessaty in order to judge the witness of St. Luke’s 
Gospel, still more are they necessary to judge St. Luke’s 
Acts of the Apostles. If we reflect on who was the writer 
of these two books, we shall not be surprised to find the 
devrepos oyos still more manifestly Petrine than the 
TpwrTos AOvos- 

An admission of Professor Turner will serve to give 
us the long-sought key to this study on the two Apostles 
of Rome. 


** St. Luke leaves us in no doubt as to the significance 
which he attributes to the case of Cornelius. Like the 
conversion of St. Paul, but unlike any other story in 
the Acts, it is told in effect three times; and it is 
finally summarized in the words : ‘ then to the Gentiles, 
too, has God granted repentance unto life’ (xi, 18, cf. xiv, 
27). Here is the essential moment in the winning of 
Gentile liberty from the Jewish law ; here, and not in the 
Council of Jerusalem, are we to see the central point of the 
Book of the Acts. Peter has secured the freedom of the 
Gospel which Paul is to preach. ‘There is thus organic 
connection between the first half of the book and the 
second, between the Apostle of Jewish and the 
Apostle of Gentile Christianity ” (ut. supra. p. 78). 


The Book of the Acts is thus divided into two parts. 
First Part.—St. Peter lays down the principles for 
preaching the Gospel to Jews and Gentiles. 
E 
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These Petrine principles are ecumenically promulgated 
by the Council of Jerusalem. 

SECOND Parr. St. Paul, the Leader of the Word, 
preaches these principles to Jew and Gentile. In other 
words, St. Paul’s mission is to carry throughout the 
world the principles initiated and defended by St. Peter. 

(«) The title of the Book is of importance. The word 
MPAZEIS=—ACTUS! is too intimately connected with 
that detinitely Christian literary form, the ‘‘ Acts of the 
Martyrs”? not to suggest a reason why St. Luke or 
some early Christian put it at the head of the book. 

To the present writer it suggests an analogy with the 
word’ EYATI’ EAION—aword first used z# the Gospel 
of St. Mark (i, 1); but not in St. Matthew, St. Luke or 
St. John! Later on, however, the word evayy‘ediov 
was found so convenient a description that it was given 
to the works of the other three evangelists. As St. 
Mark’s Gospel was a definitely Roman work, the gradual 
use of the word “‘ Gospel” to describe all four books 
was no doubt owing to the influence of Rome. 

Something similar may well have occurred in the use 
of the word rpafes, Acta, to describe the doings of 
the martyrs. St. Luke’s intention is evidently to give the 
Roman exxAyo.a an authentic account of the two men 
whose fellowship in martyrdom has linked their name 
for ever with the Eternal City. It was this desire to give 
Rome a memorial of its two great Apostles, and not a 
desire to compare St. Paul with any of the other almost 
unnamed Apostles, that motived St. Luke’s work. A 
theory that makes St. Paul the de facto head or hero 


Tertullian, Cyprian and Hilary give Acra. 
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of the early Church of the Acts has preferred @ priori 
intuitions to the solid ground of fact. 

Of course the mere juxtaposition of St. Peter and 
St. Paul in one book would lead, as indeed it has led, 
men to think of one Apostle as greater than the other. 
As we shall see, it is clear that St. Luke definitely showed 
his readers who was the greater of the two by making 
the greatness of St. Paul depend on St. Paul’s preaching 
of the principles and policy initiated by St. Peter. 

(2) Biblical exegetes have commonly examined the 
additions of St. Luke’s writings ; but they have not so 
commonly examined the quite obvious omissions. Yet 
when a writer like St. Luke is found to have a method, 
and therefore an aim, in his additions the phenomenon 
of his omissions should provoke a patient study. 

Now, the Petrine text peculiar to St. Luke’s Gospel 
(xxii, 25-32) was of great appositeness during the Gala- 
tian controversy. That controversy was unique as 
between two fully accredited Apostles, or at least between 
one Apostle and accredited representatives of another, 
in a matter on which the parties disagreed even violently 
because they both agreed that it profoundly affected 
the future of the Christian Church. If, then, neither 
St. Matthew nor St. Mark had provided in their Gospels 
a text giving unambiguous and undeniable proof that in 
a conflict between St. Peter and the other Apostles St. 
Peter’s final ruling must be the final rule, St. Luke’s 
Gospel had provided such a text by describing in detail 
the Last Supper with its solemn legacy and organisation 
of the Mystical and Real Body of Christ. Over that 
Mystical Body St. Peter was to be at once the rerfwy 
and the wyoupevos, the Greater because the Leader. ~ 
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It is surely significant that the Gospel embodying this 
overlordship of St. Peter had been published in Rome 
itself—the City of the Gentiles !—at a time when the 
Galatian misunderstanding, if it was as serious as non- 
Catholics think, must have been prominent in men’s 
minds. 

It is still more significant that St. Luke’s second 
book (Sevrepos Aoyos)s published about the same time 
as his Gospel, could write in great detail about the early 
history of the Christian Church without the slightest 
mention of an incident which threatened to undo the 
unity of the Christian Church. This silence of St. Luke, 
in face of his passion for detail of trivial happenings, 
may be taken in one of two ways. (a) It may be taken to 
mean that the Galatian misunderstanding was of no great 
moment. In this case we cannot account for the strange 
prominence given to it by non-Catholic apologetics. 
(b) Or it may be taken to mean that a misunderstanding 
which had finally been laid to rest by authority—and 
that, the authority of the metcay and nyounevos—might 
well be forgotten. 

But the Gospeller of St. Peter’s real primacy over the 
other Apostles was at pains to see that the principles 
which had laid the misunderstanding to rest, should not 
be forgotten. Even as his zpwros Aoyos had frankly 
advocated the claim of St. Peter at a time when men’s 
feelings must have been still jangling over the Gentile 
dispute, so did his devrepos Aoyos as frankly put St. 
Peter in the foreground, or rather, at the head of every 
great undertaking conceived and undertaken by the 
early Christian Church. 

3. THE CHOICE OF AN AposTLE. The resolution and 
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method of choosing an Apostle is wholly due to St. 
Peter (Acts i, 15). It is quite easy to overlook the sense 
of power and primacy involved in the choice of Matthias. 
In order to feel the full weight of this first act of the 
Church’s consciousness we should endeavour to realise 
all that was meant by the treason and suicide of one of 
the Twelve. 


(2) Our Blessed Lord had chosen the Twelve, and 
given them the name of Apostles (Luke vi, 13). St. John 
shows how He who called them insists on the fact that 
He had chosen them ; and not they that had chosen Him 
(john xv, 16. cf. vi, 70; xili, 18 3 xv,_19): 

(b) Whereas the Gospels note that an Apostle of Jesus 
was so exalted an office that he could not choose Jesus, 
but had to be chosen by Jesus, nevertheless they fail to 
note that Jesus had left any instructions how the Twelve 
were to be recruited in case one fell away. Even St. 
John, who records so many of Our Blessed Lord’s post- 
resurrection activities, gives no word of His that could 
empower the Eleven to elect a substitute for Judas. 


(c¢) Yet what Jesus Himself did not do during His 
forty days of risen life—and what we have no record of 
His having arranged—St. Peter arranges at the first 
meeting of the little Ex«Ayora ! 


(d) From the first this little group was conscious of its 
autonomy. It was in the position of a Committee without 
its usual Chairman. Such a meeting must begin with 
one of two actions. If there is no statutory Chairman it 
must proceed to the election of the Chairman. If there is 
a statutory Chairman it must allow him to take the 
chair and propose the agenda. 
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It is undeniable that the latter course, and not the 
former was followed! St. Peter took the chair. 

(e) This unchallenged recognition of St. Peter as the 
statutory Chairman of the Apostles is confirmed and 
strengthened by the fact that the Sanhedrin, which the 
early Christians took as the model assembly, had the 
High Priest as its Chairman. 

Again: as there was no statutory successor to the 
dead Apostle (Judas) the meeting elected a successor. 
But as there was a statutory Chairman the meeting did 
not elect a chairman ; they obeyed his ruling. 

(f) Too much stress can hardly be laid on this first 
meeting and corporate action of the Christian Church. 
Faced with a crisis at its very birth, and left without any 
guidance which has found voice in the Scripture, it had 
a divine instinct. and guidance which saved it from falling 
back for ever into its parent, Judaism. By asserting its 
right and power to choose and commission its officers 
it made public profession that it was not a mere minor in 
the house of its parent, but was a male child that had 
reached its full manhood. No other crisis in the life of 
the Church was more critical, because none concerned 
so intimately its very right to live, which the scholastics 
defined as “‘ Movement from within.” And in this most 
decisive of all moments in the Church’s history the 
decisive, authoritative voice was that of St. Peter ! 

(g) St. Luke’s narrative of this event dramatically 
passes at once from this voice of St. Peter heard in the 
upper chamber to the Pentecostal voice of the Holy 
Spirit witnessing that what had been done was well 
done, because it had been nothing less than the doing 
of the will of the Father and the Son. 
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4. THE First INFALLIBLE UTTERANCE. Acts ii. 
Here, again, we must marvel that it is from the pen of 
St. Paul’s follower, St. Luke, we have a detailed descrip- 
tion of the first dogmatic sermon and infallible utterance 
of the Christian Church. Needless to say, St. Luke records 
how this supreme official act was performed by St. Peter. 
Deliberately or indeliberately St. Luke has contrived to 
convey St. Peter’s sense of self-conscious authority, 
directed towards an audience even wider than the sound 
of his voice or the sweep of his eye: “‘ Ye men of Judea 
and all you that dwell in Jerusalem ....” (14) “ Ye 
men of Israel, hear these words. Jesus of Nazareth... .” 
(22) “‘ Ye men brethren ” (29). 

(a) The solemn infallible utterance could hardly be 
couched in more official terms: ‘‘ Therefore let all the 
house of Israel know most ‘certainly’ (aopadréds) 
“that God hath made both Lord and Christ”? (i.e. 
Messias) “‘ this same Jesus whom you crucified ”’ (11, 36). 

(b) This solemn dogmatic pronouncement of the 
Messiahship of Jesus is followed at once by the dogmatic 
promulgation of the conditions for entering the flock of 
Messias : “‘ Now when they had heard these things. ... 
they said to Peter and to the rest of the Apostles : What 
shall we do, men and brethren ? But Peter said to them. 
Do penance (Meravorratre) and be baptized every 
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission 
of your sins. And you shall receive the gift of the Holy 
Ghost. ... They therefore that received Ais word were 
baptized ” (Acts ii, 37-41). 

(c) It is surely more than a coincidence that, according 
to St. Luke, the first recorded sermon of St. Paul, at 
Antioch in Pisidia (Acts xiii, 16-41), should seem to 
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borrow the main topics of this first sermon of St. Peter 
Urbi et Orbi. 

(d) This first dogmatic utterance of the Church by the 
mouth of St. Peter is soon confirmed by the first public 
miracle worked at the temple gate. The porch of Solomon 
hears from the Church’s official spokesman another 
authoritative statement that Jesus is the Christ, the 
Messias (ili, 18, 20). 

(e) Perhaps the most formal official and authoritative 
statement of the Church’s faith followed upon this 
utterance within the Temple precincts. When Solomon’s 
porch had heard St. Peter call Jesus the Messiah, the 
“priests and the officer” of the Temple could only 
‘Jay hands ” upon him. A full meeting of the Sanhedrin, 
under the High Priest Annas, officially asked : ‘‘ By what 
power or in what name have you done this ? ” (Acts iv, 
7). Then Peter filled with the Holy Ghost again made an 
official profession that Jesus of Nazareth was the Messiah 
and that “‘ there is no other Name under heaven given to 
men whereby we may be saved ” (12). 

Such a profession before such an assembly was the 
Church’s official declaration of autonomy! No wonder 
that the declaration was made by the Greater and the 
Leader of his brethren. To find a parallel to this solemn 
profession of the Church’s faith in Jesus Christ we must 
‘go back to the solemn profession of Jesus Christ before 
the same official body of the Old Law and Covenant. 

5. THE CALL OF THE GENTILE. With dramatic power 
St. Luke has contrasted the call of St. Paul, the Jew of 
Jews, and Pharisee of Pharisees, with that of Cornelius, 
the Gentile, indeed, the centurion of the Italian cohort 
of the Roman Army of Occupation. The contrast be- 
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comes almost explicit by the fact that St. Luke records 
the one call almost immediately after the other. If we 
draw attention to the points of contrast it must be re- 
membered that these points are of St. Luke’s making, 
not of ours. It is the devoted companion of St. Paul 
who clearly shows us that St. Paul’s conversion, though 
fateful to the Church, was not so fateful as that of the 
centurion who, when he entered the flock of Christ, 
brought with him the world of Gentiles. St. Paul’s 
conversion prepared the worker for the harvest; the 
call of Cornelius prepared the harvest-field for the 
worker. 

(a) To St. Paul and to Cornelius alike was granted a 
vision ; to the future apostle, i.e. witness of the Resur- 
rection, was given a vision of the Risen Christ ; to the 
Gentile was given the vision of an angel. 

(b) To St. Paul’s question, “ Lord, what wilt thou have 
me to do?” the answer came: “ Arise and go into the 
city and there it shall be told thee what thou must 
dow (1x7); 

To Cornelius’s question: ‘‘ What is it, Lord?” the 
answer came: “‘ Send men to Joppe, and call hither one 
Simon who is called Peter... . He will tell thee what thou 
must do” (x, 5, 6). The Jew, Saul, is received and baptised 
by Ananias, a Christian of such little importance that, with 
this baptism of Saul, his name disappears from early 
Christian history. But the Gentile Cornelius is received 
by St. Peter, who makes a journey trom one city (Joppe) 
to another (Caesarea), unlike Ananias, who merely walks 
from one street to another, in order to receive his 
convert. 

(c) The vision vouchsafed to St. Peter in order to 
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prepare him for the great work of initiating the conver- 
sion of the Gentiles recalls the words of Our Blessed 
Lord, “‘ Flesh and blood have not revealed it to thee 
but My Father Who is in heaven”? (Matt. xvi, 17). 
St. Peter’s initiation of the Gentile apostolate was the 
direct result of revelation. 

Not every reader would remark how carefully St. 
Luke—the follower of the writer of the Epistle to the 
Galatians—has recorded the words of St. Peter, when 
told to “ kill and eat.”? But Peter said: ‘‘ Far be it from 
me: For I never did eat anything that is common and 
unclean ” (x, 13, 14). St. Peter’s devotion to the Law 
was that of a zealot. If he did initiate, as he and he alone 
did initiate, the call of the Gentiles and their dispensation 
from the Law, this leniency was not due to any slackness 
in keeping the Law. 

(d) At the conclusion of his address to Cornelius and 
the household of Cornelius, St. Peter uses the authorita- 
tive phrase, “To Him ”—Jesus of Nazareth—“‘ all the 
ptophets give testimony that by His name all receive 
remission of sins who believe in Him” (x, 43)—all, whether 
Jews or Gentiles. With dramatic appositeness St. Luke 
continues : ‘‘ While Peter was yet speaking these words, 
the Holy Ghost fell on” all them that heard the word. And 
the faithful of the circumcision, who came with Peter, 
were astonished for that the grace of the Holy Ghost was 
poured out upon the Gentiles also, for they heard them 
speaking with tongues and magnifying God ” (44-47). 

(e) This call of the Gentiles is fittingly closed with 
St. Peter’s characteristic words : ‘‘ Then Peter answered : 
Can any man forbid water that these should not be bap- 
tised who have received the Holy Ghost as well as we ? 
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And he commanded! them to be baptised in the name of 
the Lord Jesus Christ” (48, 49). St. Peter’s authority is 
like all true authority, self-conscious and unhesitating. 

This unhesitating, self-conscious authority was so 
unquestioned by his disciples that he was able to com- 
mand them to baptize the Gentiles ; and his command 
was obeyed! We are reminded of the words of St. 
John, perhaps reminiscent of this incident: ‘“‘ Though 
Jesus Himself did not baptize, but His disciples ”’ (John 
iv, 2). 

(f) Sucha grave incident as the baptism of the Gentiles 
—whom Jesus had not baptized !—was likely to arouse 
the questions of the T'welve, who as a group had shown 
sufficient human nature to question even Jesus. It is 
reassuring that the New Testament presents us with the 
record of a group of men who were not likely to accept 
innovations with patience or silence. What we might 
expect them to think and do, they thought and did. 
St. Luke’s account demands a word-for-word commen- 
tary beyond the scope of this book. Note especially the 
phrase, “‘ The apostles and the brethren ” (xi, 1), the most 
authoritative group in the Church. 

Note especially the question put by the party “‘ of the 
circumcision ”’: ‘‘ Why didst thou go in to men un- 


"TI pocérakev—a tate word in the New Testament. It is used in the 
New Testament only in the following significant cases: Matt. i, 24. 
And Joseph rising up from sleep did as the angel of the Lord commanded 
him. Matt. viii, 4 (Mark i, 44; Luke v, 14),.... offer the gift which 
Moses commanded. Acts x, 33,.... (Cornelius says) All we are present in 
thy sight to hear all things whatsoever are commanded thee by the Lord. 
Acts xvii, 26 (St. Paul’s sermon to the Athenians), God... . hath made 
of one all mankind to dwell upon the whole face of the earth determining 
appointed (mpocreraypévous) times, etc. 

Thus, mpooragcew is used only of God—Angel—Moses—Peter | 


— 
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circumcised and didst eat with them?” Tf we could find, 
as we can hardly be said to find, a sense of humour in the 
writings of St. Luke, we might well imagine that this 
sense had dictated this passage. What else could have 
led the follower of St. Paul on the one hand to ignore 
his chief’s grievance that St. Peter, instead of eating with 
the Gentiles, ‘‘ withdrew and separated himself, fearing 
them who were of the circumcision” (Gal. ii, 12); 
and on the other hand to record minutely how they of the 
circumcision contended with St. Peter because he had 
“gone in to men uncircumcised and had eaten with 
them”? ? 

(g) St. Peter’s defence—or rather explanation—of his 
momentous opening of the door to the Gentiles is a 
characteristic assertion of his own authority and of God’s 
supernatural dealings with him. He claims a vision 
(vy ékotace Spaya) a supernatural voice repeated 
thrice—the word of the Spirit—the manifest coming of 
the Holy Ghost! Moreover, only after these super- 
natural dealings with his intelligence does he remember 
the word of the Lord, how he said: ‘“‘ John indeed 
baptized with water. But you shall be baptized with the 
Holy Ghost ”’ (xi, 16). 

(2) St. Luke’s words closing this event are most 
significant: ‘‘ Having heard these things, they held 
their peace and glorified God saying: God then hath 
also to the Gentiles given repentance unto life”’ (18). 

It would be disloyal to the designs of Jesus Christ 
not to see in these two great acts of St. Peter the self- 
conscious exercise of a supreme function in the Visible 
Church. By ordering and arranging the call of St. 
Matthias, St. Peter had made possible the Church’s note 
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of Apostotic. By calling the Gentiles, St. Peter had 
made possible the mark of Caruotic. 4 


(A) 
Tue MIssIon TO SAMARIA 


Chapter viii, 14. Now when the Apostles who were 
in Jerusalem had heard that Samaria had received 
the word of God, they sent unto them Peter and John... 
17. Then they laid their hands upon them; and they 
received the Holy Ghost .... 18. And when Simon 
saw that by the imposition of the hands of the Apostles 
the Holy Ghost was given he offered them money ; 
19. Saying, ‘ Give me also this power’... . But Peter 
said to him: 20. ‘ Keep thy money to thyself to perish 
with thee; because thou hast thought that the gift of 
God may be bought with money.’ 

(1) The phrase “‘ they sent Peter and John ” can hardly 
mean that a council not including Peter and John had 
authority over them. But if the council which “ sent” 
the two Apostles included the two Apostles, the word 
“sent”? evidently means no belittling either of St. 
John’s dignity as Apostle, or of St. Peter’s dignity 
as Head of the Apostles. 


t A significant trace of St. Luke’s aim of justifying is found in the 
use of the word ypioriavos (Christian). “It was first used by St. Peter 
in his first Epistle (iv, 16), “ But if as a Christian.” The wotd was a 
hybrid, being a Greek root with a Latin termination. St. Luke is at pains 
to show that this word of St. Peter’s Epistle originated not in Rome, but 
“at Antioch,” where “the disciples were just named Christians ” 
(Acts xi, 26); after the preaching of St. Paul and Barnabas. Moreover, 
this Palestinian word was so widely current that it was used by King 
Herod Agrippa, Acts xxvi, 28. 
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(2) There was a certain fitness in St. John’s accom- 
panying St. Peter on this journey to Samaria. It is to 
St. Luke’s Gospel (ix, 52, seq.) that we owe the record of 
St. James and St. John beseeching Jesus “to command 
fire to come down from heaven and consume” the 
Samaritans. It is therefore not unnatural that St. Luke 
should record how St. John accompanied St. Peter ; 
and that at the imposition of their hands the Holy Ghost 
came down from heaven upon the Samaritans. How 
deeply into the heart of St. John had sunk his Master’s 
rebuke: “The Son of Man came not to destroy; but 
to save”! (Luke ix, 56). 

(3) The fact that St. John accompanied St. Peter 
nowise proves that St. John was equal or superior to 
St. Peter. But it does prove that in these early days of 
the ministry they were following the Master’s mode of 
apostolic work recorded by St. Mark and St. Luke. 
Indeed, St. Mark’s account, which is, of course, St. 
Peter’s account, has more than a casual relation to St. 
Peter’s dealings with Simon Magus. Mark vi, 7. And 
He called the twelve, and began to send them two and two 
and gave them power over unclean spirits. 8. And 
He commanded them that they should take nothing for 
the way but a staff only; no scrip nor bread, nor money 
in their purse. What St. Mark says of the Apostles, 
St. Luke says (x, 1) of the Seventy-two. ‘“‘ And he sent 
them two and two before His face.... 4, Carry neither 
purse nor scrip,” etc. 

(4) It is clear from the almost casual mention of St. 
John’s name that in all these momentous doings in 
Samaria St. Peter took his usual place as leader. It was 
he that legislated first and irrevocably on the great sin 
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of Simony. It was he who first countered the great 
heresy of Gnosticism in the person of one of its founders, 
Simon Magus. 

(5) No wonder we find the following significant 
text—Acts ix, 31: “‘ Now THe Cxyurcu had peace 
throughout all JupzA and GALILEE and Samaria; and 
was edified, walking in the fear of the Lord; and was 
filled with the consolation of the Holy Ghost. 32. And 
it came to pass that Peter as he passed through visiting 
Won 4 etc. 

This is the first mention of THE CHuRCH as a group of 
faithful in several places. St. Luke does not say ‘‘ Now 
the Churches ” ; but, “‘ the Church had peace through- 
out all Judea and Galilee and Samaria.” 

St. Peter’s visit seems to have been of an official 
character. He was not visiting them merely to meet 
pressing dangers. They were at peace; yet he went, 
and he was alone (cf. xi, 1) and God blessed his visitation 
not only by miracles, but by the call of Cornelius. 


(B) 


THE COUNCIL OF JERUSALEM 


The peace which came from the decision and explana- 
tion of St. Peter was followed by such a multitude of 
Gentile conversions that, almost in self-defence, the 
Jewish converts mooted the question whether these 
converts should not accept, as the Jewish converts 
accepted, the full Jewish Thorah, or Law, including the 
rite of circumcision. It was more than a critical question ; 
it was even a vital question on which would depend the 
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future self-existence of the Church of Christ. No crisis 
in the history of the Church has been fraught with such 
danger to the Church’s very existence. It is to the pen of 
St. Luke, the follower of St. Paul, that we owe the story 
of how that crisis was finally met by the authority of 
St. Peter. 

The call of the Gentiles to the Church and the call of 
the Church to abrogate the Judaic Law are evidently 
so significant to St. Luke that he has expressed them in 


Hebrew parallelism. 


CHAP. XI. 
1. And the apostles and breth- 
ten who were in Judea heard that 


the Gentiles also had received the 
wotd of God. 


2. And when Peter was come 
up they that were of the circum- 
cision contended with him. 


3. Saying: Why didst thou go 
in to men uncircumcised and eat 
with them P 


4. But Peter began to declare 
to them the matter in order, 


18. Having heard these things 
they held their peace. 


CHAPTER XV. 

1. And some coming down 
from Judea taught the brethren : 
that except you be circumcised 
after the manner of the Jews 
you cannot be saved. 


2. And when Paul and Barna- 
bas had no small contest with 
them they determined that Paul 
and Barnabas and certain others 
of the other side should go up to 
the apostles and priests to Jeru- 
salem. 


5. But there arose of the sect 
of the Pharisees some that be- 
lieved, saying they must be cir- 
cumcised; and be commanded 
to observe the Law of Moses.... 


7. And when there had been 
much disputing Peter rising up 
said to them: Men brethren, you 
know that in former days God 
made choice among us that by 
my mouth the Gentiles should 
heat the word of the Gospel 
and believe. . . 


12. And all the multitude held 
their peace, 
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A critical examination of St. Luke’s characteristic 
additions and omissions leaves no doubt that the paral- 
lelism of these passages is something more than an 
undesigned coincidence. It is a designed parallelism 
whereby the resolute supporter of St. Peter’s authority 
multiplies his proof by contrast. 

(2) St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians had recorded 
the fact that “ Before that some came from James he, i.e. 
Peter, did eat with the Gentiles. But when they were 
come, he withdrew and separated himself, fearing them 
who were of the circumcision ” (Gal. ii, 12). 

If there is one text in the New Testament which might 
be taken as disproof of St. Peter’s primacy of power 
over his fellow Apostles, it is this text which seems to 
show St. Peter’s deference to St. James, the existing 
Bishop of Jerusalem. Yet it is the fact behind this text 
which St. Luke quietly ignores! Indeed, he not only 
ignores the fact that in deference to St. James at Jeru- 
salem St. Peter withdraws and separates himself from 
the Gentiles at Antioch, but, as we have seen, he even 
stresses the obverse fact that St. Peter’s public eating 
with the Gentile converts was a matter of grievance to 
them of the circumcision at Jerusalem ! 

(d) St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians had clearly sug- 
gested that the cause of a misunderstanding which might 
have wrecked the bark of the Church was St. James, 
Bishop of Jerusalem, whose party was strong enough 
even to lead St. Peter astray. 

The Acts of St. Luke agree so largely with this des- 
ctiption of the misunderstanding that the points of 
seeming divergence become of primary interest. 1. There 
is a difference of opinion between two parties in the 

F 
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Church. 2. One party, led by St. James, Bishop of 
Jerusalem, insists on convert Gentiles keeping the Law, 
even as to the practice of circumcision. (Gal. vi, 12, 
.... They constrain you to be circumcised.... 13. For 
neither they themselves who are circumcised keep the 
Law. ...) The other party, led by St. Paul, insists on 
convert Gentiles being free from the Law, especially 
from circumcision. 

Leaving aside the disputed question whether the 
Council of Jerusalem was before or after St. Paul’s 
reprehension of St. Peter at Antioch, we have the signi- 
ficant fact that when St. Luke mentions St. Peter’s name 
in the controversy this follower of St. Paul shows how 
the prolonged and heated discussion was at last settled 
by the authoritative decision of St. Peter. Indeed, it is 
not just the discussion of a day, but the dispute of 
months that is once and for all ended by the self-assertion 
of St. Peter ! 

(c) St. Luke contrasts this dispute between the James 
party of circumcision and the Paul party with the pre- 
vious discussion between the party of circumcision and 
St. Peter. When the circumcision party were troubled 
at St. Peter having received Gentiles into the Church 
and having eaten with them they besought an explanation 
from St. Peter. He gave them the explanation. Their 
minds were at peace. They did not appeal from St. Peter 
to any group. 

But when the party of uncircumcision under Paul 
and Barnabas find themselves at issue with the party of 
circumcision under James they appeal away from James 
and his party, not to a Council of Jerusalem as such, 
but to a Council of the Church. Into that Council St. 
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James, Bishop of Jerusalem, comes, not as the one judge, 
but as one of the litigants. Only when we keep in mind 
that the chief litigants are Paul and Barnabas on the 
one side, and James on the other side, can we understand 
the meaning and aim of the various speeches recorded 
by St. Luke. 

(d) ““And the apostles and ancients assembled to 
consider of this matter. And when there had been much 
disputing, Peter rising up, said to them: ‘ Men, brethren, 
you know that in former days God made choice among us 
that by my mouth the Gentiles should hear the word of 
God and believe ! 

*** And God who knoweth the heart gave testimony, 
giving unto them the Holy Ghost as well as to us ; and 
put no difference between us and them, purifying their 
hearts by faith. 

“<“ Now, therefore, why tempt you God to put a yoke 
upon the necks of the disciples which neither our fathers 
not we have been able to bear ? But by the grace of the 
Lord Jesus Christ we believe to be saved in like manner 
as they also.’ 

* And all the multitude held their peace and they heard 
Barnabas and Paul telling what great signs and wonders 
God had wrought among the Gentiles by them ” (Acts 
xv, 6, 12). 


When Barnabas and Paul speak, it is said: They heard 
Barnabas and Paul. When St. James speaks, he begins, 
“Men brethren, /ear me” (13). But St. Peter, with the 
consciousness of being the statutory Chairman, does not 
ask for a hearing. He asserts his authority. He closes 
the discussion. 
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St. Peter claims, what all legitimate authority must 
claim, to have been chosen (cf. John xv, 16). 

Moreover, he claims that this choice of him by God is 
well known to them all; it is an indisputable fact. 
Indeed, as no disputes can be settled without a point of 
agreement being found, this choice of St. Peter is the 
one fundamental agreement between the party of Paul 
and the party of James. From the agreed point there is 
a way to peace. 

Notice how explicitly St. Luke makes St. Peter claim, 
and the Council admit St. Peter’s claim, to be the Apostle 
chosen by God to begin preaching the Gospe/ to the 
Gentiles. How much light do these words of St. Peter 
throw on the kindred claim of St. Paul. ‘ When they,” 
i.e. the group at Jerusalem, “‘ had seen that to me was 
committed the gospel of the uncircumcision as to Peter 
was that of the circumcision” (Gal. ii, 7). St. Luke, 
in describing the Acts of the first Church Council, is at 
pains to correct any false meaning read into these words 
of St. Paul by contemporary Christians. The apostolate 
of St. Paul, though so’ fruitful among the Gentiles, was 
not of St. Paul’s, but of St. Peter’s sowing | 

Critics in search of the truth must not be driven from 
their quest by the moot-point whether the Galatian 
episode and epistle are before or after the Council. 
What is most important, and what is certain, is that 
St. Luke’s Acts of the Apostles is after the episode, the 
epistle and the Council. And in these Acts published 
in Rome, perhaps under the eye of St. Paul himself, the 
true first Apostle of the Gentiles is St. Peter. 

(e) A point of perhaps fundamental importadiess! in 
the discussion is St. Peter’s judgment on the Law— 


WITNESS TO ST. PETER 85 


“ayoke.... which neither we nor our fathers have been 
able to bear.” This was an argumentum ad hominem which 
the Jews would find unanswerable. It came with strange 
humility from the mouth of the Galilean fisherman, 
the follower of the austere Baptist, and the man who 
could answer the heavenly vision: ‘‘I never did eat 
anything that is common and unclean ” (x, 14). St. Luke 
is again concerned to show that the Epistle to the Gala- 
tians is not initiating the Christian attitude or arguments 
_ towards Judaism, even in such phrases as “‘ For as many 
as desire to please in the flesh they constrain you to be 
circumcised, only that they may not suffer the persecution 
of Christ. For neither they themselves who are cit- 
cumcised keep the law ” (Gal. vi, 13). St. Peter’s phrase 
is even stronger than St. Paul’s. To St. Peter’s mind the 
Law imposed a yoke which not merely the then Jews 
did not bear, but which neither the then (degenerate ?) 
Jews nor their fervent forefathers could bear (8y ove of 
TATEPES HUBY OUTE nMElS (TXVTUMLEV Bacracat). 

(f) St. Peter’s authority and argument wete irresistible. 
If the party of James had betrayed St. Peter into a momen- 
tary weakness at Antioch, they were not to find that his 
momentary act was to be a precedent or a law imposing 
the Jewish Law on the Christian Church. St. Peter’s 
outspoken promulgation of the autonomy of the Church 
saved Christianity from being overlaid by its nursing 
mother. At once there was peace. 

This peace showed instant fruit in the hearing which 
this, no doubt mainly circumcisionist, meeting gave to 
Barnabas and Paul. ‘‘ They heard Barnabas and Paul,” 
i.e. they now gave them a quiet hearing. This hearing 
Barnabas and Paul used, not to broach new arguments, 
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but merely to reinforce what Peter had said of the 
heavenly signs granted to the convert Gentiles. 

(g) “And after they (Barnabas and Paul) had held 
their peace, James answered saying : Men brethren, hear 
me. Simon hath related how God first visited to take 
of the Gentiles a people to his name. And to this agree 
the words of the prophets, as it is written: ‘ After these 
things I will return and will rebuild the tabernacle of 
David which is fallen down; and the ruins thereof I 
will build. And I will set it up. That the residue of 
men may seek after the Lord and all nations upon whom 
my name is invoked, saith the Lord, Who doth these 
things ’ (Amos ix, 11). To the Lord was his own work 
known from the beginning of the world. 

** For which cause I judge that they who from among 
the Gentiles are converted to God are not to be dis- 
quieted: But that we write unto them that they refrain 
themselves from the pollutions of idols and from forni- 
cation and from things strangled and from blood. 

“For Moses of old time hath in every city them that 
preach him in the synagogues where he is read every 
Sabbath ” (13-21). 

These words of St. James have been of such historic 
importance that they might well be given the honour of 
a separate treatise. We shall be content to point out 


tOur readers may be helped to take a scholarly view of this speech 
by the considered words of a scholar, Fenton John Antony Hart, D.D. 
“There is nothing in St. Luke’s words which bears out what is often 
said, that St. James presided over the Conference of Jerusalem. If he 
had, it would be strange that his name should not be mentioned separately 
at the beginning. ... In the decisive speeches at the end, the lead is taken 
by St. Peter, the foremost of the Twelve. Then again the words which 
begin his conclusion, ‘ Wherefore my judgment is... 2 cannot reasonably 
be understood as an authoritative judgment pronounced by himself 
independently ” (The Christian Ecclesia, 1897, pp. 79-80). 
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those undeniable points that make the words of St. 
James, not a disproof, but a proof that St. Luke in 
describing this Council was confirming the fact of St. 
Peter’s primacy of power. 

It is agreed that this Council was too fateful for the 
Church not to have a Chairman or President. A head- 
less Christian Council debating matters of life and death 
would be a phenomenon without parallel in Church 
history. Now, if someone must have been Chairman or 
head of the Council, that one must have been either 
Peter or James ; there is no third. 

But on a priori grounds the Chairmanship of St. James 
is unthinkable. His position among the Twelve was 
never even a prominent one. When he is named, he is 
never elsewhere than in the last of three groups, into 
which Jesus seems to have arranged the twelve Apostles. 
Again, on a priori grounds, it seems inconceivable that 
in a dispute between his own party and the party of 
St. Paul, the leader of one party should be in the chair— 
or even on the judge’s bench. 

But these a priori arguments, which are conclusive 
before the recorded words, are more than borne out by 
the words themselves. Just as it seemed courteous and 
Christian for a Council which was largely anti-Pauline 
to signify their will-to-peace by allowing Barnabas and 
Paul to confirm Peter’s words, so also was it courteous 
for this same party to confirm Peter’s words and to offer 
a compromise which could be accepted by the other 
party. 

Turning then to his own party, James confirms the 
decision of Peter, recommending it by the authority of 
the prophets. It is certainly most significant that Peter, 
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who showed himself capable of quoting the prophets 
under other circumstances, had quoted no one, and had 
urged in proof no other than God the Holy Ghost and 
himself! But what Peter had omitted, James, for the 
benefit of his own party, took care to add; by showing 
that the momentous decision of Peter had been prophe- 
sied in the Scriptures ! 

After thus encouraging his party to accept Peter’s 
decision, he suggests a necessary compromise, calculated 
to quiet the last scruples of his ascetic followers. 
It was clear that although Peter was right in 
saying that the Law, as a whole, laid upon them 
a yoke which neither they nor their fathers had 
been able to bear, yet there were parts of that whole 
which a Christian could and should accept. Not all the 
precepts of the Law were intolerable; some were 
indispensable. James names four: pollutions of idols— 
fornication—things strangled—blood. Although critics 
will not allow us to be quite certain about the exact 
meaning of these four prohibitions, we can be certain 
that they are prohibitions not of the Mosaic Law only, 
but even of the Natural Law. In asking the Council to 
circularize the Church on these points, James was 
reminding the Gentile converts, who had won their 
victory, that the abrogation of the Jewish Law did not 
give either Jewish or Gentile converts freedom to take 
part in the idolatry or obscenity of pagan worship. 
The Apocalypse, with its plain-spoken reprimand of the 
Churches, is a proof that St. James’s suggestion was of 
prime importance. 

It is hard to see in all this the slightest ground for the 
theory that over this first momentous Council St. James 
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the Less presided in the presence of St. Peter and, we 
may presume, of St. John and St. Andrew. St. James, 
indeed, does appear in a favourable light. Although it 
was he and his party, by their ascetic Hebrew discipline, 
who were the occasion, if not the cause, of a misunder- 
standing which threatened to rend the seamless unity 
of the Church, yet this Hebrew of the Hebrews is not 
just a Jewish zealot with no outlook beyond Jewry and 
no enthusiasm save for the letter of the Law. He is a 
Christian bishop, who when authority, in the person of 
St. Peter, decides against him, accepts the decision with a 
full heart. St. Luke, therefore, represents St. James as 
moving a practical resolution which unsaid and for ever 
ended the irritant cause of the dispute. Students of the 
Petrine position have not always recognised how much 
James was unsaying when he suggested to the first 
General Council that the convert Gentiles should be 
obliged (a) neither to be circumcised, (b) nor to observe 
any but a few ethically obligatory precepts of the Law. 
The authority of St. Peter, which had been brought into 
the Galatian dispute, has had few greater victories than 
this of one who was, presumably, an Apostle and, 
indeed, one of the brethren of the Lord, and certainly at 
least Bishop of the Church in Jerusalem, who in full 
Council unsaid his own Church discipline. 

One argument may be urged against this. It may be 
said that since St. Luke’s account is the only account of 
the discussion at the Council, we might find another 
point of view if we had details from another writer. 
But this argument, far from weakening our thesis, 


tWith the exception of “ things strangled,” all these precepts were 
of the Natural Law. 
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strengthens our thesis. It admits, what indeed must be 
admitted, that the writer of the fifteenth chapter of the 
Acts is an early Christian who firmly believes that St. 
Peter has a Christ-given power over his fellow-Apostles ! 


(C) 
THe ALLEGED SUPREMACY OF ST. PAUL. 


The following passage from the late Bishop Lightfoot 
will give the key to what we shall say : 


“By virtue of his primacy Peter is chosen as the 
recipient of the revelation of revelations. . . . Corne- 
lius the heathen is baptised ; and at one stroke all 
the privileges of the Christian Church are laid before 
the heathen world. 

““. ... From this time forward the work passes 
into other hands. The wise master-builder piles up 
the later storeys of the edifice, for which his manifold 
gifts and opportunities had fitted him—his Hebraic 
elementary training, his Greek academic culture, his 
Roman political privileges. St. Paul completes what 
St. Peter begins. The silence of the later apostolic 
history is not less significant than the eloquence of 
the earlier as to the meaning of Peter’s primacy. In 
the first part he is everything ; in the subsequent record 
he is nowhere at all. He is only once again mentioned 
in the Acts (xv, 7), and even here he does not bear 
the chief part. Where the Church at large as an ex- 
pansive missionary Church is concerned, Paul, not 
Peter; is the chief agent (Acts xii, 17 5 xv, 135 ax, 18% 
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Gal. ii, 9, 12). Peter retains the first place as missionary 
evangelist to the Hebrew Christian, but nothing 
more. 

“Moreover, when St. Paul appears on the scene, 
he is careful to declare emphatically this independence 
and equality with the other Apostles (II Cor. xi, 5).... 
Then again, while devoting two whole chapters to 
recording the achievements of his apostleship, he 
repeats almost the same words (II Cor. xii, 11). 
Accordingly he claims all the privileges of an Apostle 
(I Cor. ix, 5). Moreover, especially he asserts this 

_ absolute equality with Peter (Gal. ii, 7, 8, 9); and he 
gives practical proof of his independence by openly 
rebuking Peter when Peter’s timidity endangered 
the freedom and universality of the Church. If there 
was any primacy at this time it was the primacy, not 
of Peter, but of Paul” (St. Clement of Rome, London, 


1890; ii, 489-490). 


Abbot Butler’s remarks on this extract insist on a fact 
which must be borne in mind: “ Protestant controver- 
sialists .. . . denied that the Petrine texts had conferred 
any primacy on St. Peter, and in these circumstances the 
argument from equality in St. Paul’s Epistles may have 
had some weight. But unbelieving critics in Germany 
have forced scholars of Bishop Lightfoot’s quality off 
the old Protestant ground. Now, therefore, it is recog- 
nised our Lord did give St. Peter a primacy ; these same 
arguments are put in in evidence of the temporary charac- 
ter of that primacy. There has been a complete shifting 
of the ground... . é¢ is found that the backbone of the 


92 THE NEW TESTAMENT 


argument lies in the silence of the second half of the Acts” 
(Dublin Review, Jaly, 1893, pp. 511, 512).* 

(2) In view of these remarks of Lightfoot it seems 
necessary to recall critics from a cult of quantity to a 
sense of quality. Mere counting of texts is not necessarily 
a proof of anything, except of the number of texts 
counted. The aim and quality of the texts is vital to all 
valuation of their work. Assuredly St. Paul’s name 
dominates the last thirteen chapters of the Acts, just 
as St. Peter’s name dominates the first fifteen chapters. 
Yet it is not the fact but the quality of this domination 
which a critic must weigh. 

Now, even Lightfoot admits that in the first days of 
the Church St. Peter initiated those principles which 
made the Church truly Catholic, when, as Doorkeeper, 
he opened its doors to the Gentiles. No such function 
ot quality as this of St. Peter is claimed for St. Paul. 
The quality of the two main divisions is wholly different. 
We can hardly be surprised that St. Luke, the fellow- 


1The present writer may be allowed to offer a very natural explanation 
of the last thirteen chapters. To understand the explanation two facts 
must be borne in mind: (1) The date of the Acts, which Lagrange 
places in A.D. 63 ; at Rome, in the few months between St. Paul’s release 
from the Roman prison and the martyrdom of St. Peter. (2) Gal. i, 17, 
“Neither went I up to Jerusalem to the apostles who were before me... . 
18. Then after three years I went up loropjoac Cephas.” The word 
here used seems to mean of at least to include in its meaning what is 
still meant by its derivative “ History.” To wtropnca seems to mean 
to visit in order to make a narrative report. Now, St. Paul had already made 
this narrative report to St. James and the Church at Jerusalem (cf. p. 103 
note), ““ Whom when he had saluted he related particularly what things 
had been wrought among the Gentiles by his ministry.” 

But St. Luke is at pains to show us that St. Paul’s going to Rome was 
not accident but intention, design. Acts xix, 21, “ Paul purposed... . to 
go to Jerusalem, saying : After I have been there I must szE Rome also.” 
If it is natural to think he would feel even more bound to make a narrative 
report to St, Peter, than even to St. James, we may well believe we have 
this report in the last thirteen chapters of the Acts. 
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traveller of St. Paul, has picturesquely detailed events of 
trivial importance to the Church. Thus, from the pen of 
St. Luke the shipwreck of St. Paul, with its wealth of 
seafaring terms, is given more space than the coming- 
down of the Holy Ghost, or of the Council of Jerusalem ! 
Again, the martyrdom of Stephen, the deacon, is given a 
long chapter; the martyrdom of James the Greater is 
given a line! To measure the relative positions of St. 
Peter and St. Paul in the early Church by the number of 
texts in the last thirteen chapters of the Acts would be 
to despair of all scholarly criticism. 

A minor confirmation of the difference in quality 
between the facts recorded of St. Peter and the facts 
recorded of St. Paul may be seen in the following texts : 


1 The Hoty Guost comes upon all the Apostles, etc. 
(ii, 1, and iv, 31)—-upon St. Peter, Cornelius and 
the Gentiles before their baptism, and whilst 
Peter prayed (x, 44)—-upon St. Paul and Jewish 
converts at Ephesus, after baptism (xix, 6). 

2. Prison: All the Apostles are set free from prison 
and led out into the street by an angel (v, 19)— 
St. Peter is delivered from prison and led out 
into the street by an angel (xii, 10)—St. Paul 
and Silas and all the prisoners are set free (but 
not led out) by an earthquake (xvi, 26). 

3 MrracteE: At St. Peter’s word, Ananias and 
Sapphira, who have lied to the Holy Ghost, are 
struck dead (v, 5, 10). At St. Paul’s word Elymas 
is struck blind (xiii, 11). 

—Dorcas, who has been dead some hours, is 
raised to life by St. Peter (ix, 4o). Eutychus, who 
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has fallen from the window-sill, is at once re- 
vived by St. Paul (xx, 10). 

—The shadow of St. Peter heals and casts out 
unclean spirits (v, 15, 16). Handkerchiefs, etc., 
having touched St. Paul, heal and cast out wicked 
Spirits (xix, 12). 


In all these cases it will be noted that St. Luke, the 
follower of St. Paul, has given Peter a certain pre- 
eminence ! 

(4) Perhaps we are in touch with a stronger argument 
in the words of St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians: 
“Paul, an Apostle of Jesus Christ, not of men, neither 
by men, but by Jesus Christ and God the Father, Who 
raised Him from the dead ” (Gal. i, 1)—also: ‘‘ When 
they had seen that to me was committed the gospel of 
uncircumcision as to Peter was that of the circumcision ” 
(ii, 7). 

The average Christian—as the average non-Catholic, 
nowadays—would be liable to draw false conclusions 
from these words of St. Paul. It would seem that Jesus 
Christ had directly and personally named Paul an Apostle; 
and had committed to him (but not to Peter) the evan- 
gelisation of the Gentiles (but not of the Jews). 

Some other facts must be borne in mind. As regards 
this direct call to be an Apostle, St. Paul mentions it 
here for the first and last time. Never afterwards does 
he say: “ Paul, an Apostle not of men, neither by men.” 

Moreover, the facts are as follows : 

The detailed account of St. Paul’s vision (Acts ix) 
records no special direct commission to him; but an 
indirect commission to him by the Church through 
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Ananias ; and this commission was to Gentile and Jew 
alike: ‘And the Lord said to him (Ananias), Go thy 
way ; for this man is to be a vessel of election to carry 
my name before the Gentiles and kings and the children 
of Israel. . .. And immediately he preached Jesus in the 
synagogues’ (Acts ix, 15, 20). St. Paul’s speech before 
the crowd in Jerusalem gives substantially the same 
account, in the words spoken to him by Ananias: “‘ The 
God of our fathers hath pre-ordained thee that... . thou 
shalt be his witness 70 a// men”? (Acts xxii, 14, 15). All 
this prepares us for the text: “ The Holy Ghost said to 
them: Separate me Saul and Barnabas for the work 
whereunto I have taken shem (not him!). Then they, 
fasting and praying and imposing their hands upon 
them, sent them away (Acts xili, 2, 3). It will easily be 
seen that St. Luke is at pains to prevent any false reading 
of St. Paul’s words, “an Apostle, not of men, neither 
by men.” In these two passages St. Luke clearly shows 
that this Commission was first conveyed to St. Paul by 
the Church through Ananias; and that the final dele- 
gation of St. Paul and Barnabas was conveyed by the 
exkryova Of Antioch through imposition of hands. 

St. Luke is also at pains to prevent the early Christians 
from taking too literally St. Paul’s account of his ex- 
clusive apostolate to the Gentiles. It will come almost as 
a shock to some that, according to St. Luke, the “ Doctor 
of the Gentiles”? never once began his apostolic work 
with these Gentiles, but always with the Jews. But let 
a mere enumeration of St. Paul’s apostolic preachings 
tell its own tale: 

Acts xiii, 5. When they were come to Salamina, they 
preached the word of God in the synagogue. 
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ih tae alee Antioch in Pisidia, and entering into the 
synagogue on the Sabbath day they sat down.... 

16. Then Paul, rising up said.... 

44. And the next Sabbath day.... 

46. Then Paul and Barnabas said, “‘'ro you IT BE- 
HOVETH US FIRST TO SPEAK THE WORD OF Gop. But 
since you reject it and judge yourselves unworthy of 
eternal life: behold wE TURN TO THE GENTILES.” 

(This is a noteworthy passage; showing how the 
official commission to Paul as to Barnabas was first 
to the Jews, and then to the Gentiles. Nevertheless, in 
spite of this ‘‘ turning to the Gentiles,” St. Paul continues 
to speak first to the Jews. Even after the ‘“‘ Gentiles 
hearing were glad and glorified the word of the Lord,” 
whereas “‘ the Jews ... . cast them out of their coasts 
(48-50) they come to Iconium.’’) 

xIv, 1. And it came to pass in Iconium that they 
entered together into the synagogue of the Jews. 

xvi, 1. They came to Thessalonica where there was a 
Synagogue of the Jews. 2. And Paul according to his custom 
went in unto them. 

XVII, 10. But the brethren immediately sent away 
Paul and Silas by night unto Berea. Who, when they 
were come thither, went into the synagogue. 

xv, 15. They that conducted Paul brought him as 
far as Athens ... . he disputed therefore in the synagogue 
with the Jews. 

xvi, 4. Corinth, ‘‘ And he reasoned in the synagogue 
every Sabbath .... and he persuaded the Jews and the 
Greeks. 

xvi, 8. And Crispus, the ruler of the synagogue, 
believed in the Lord with all his house. 
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xvi, 19. And he came to Ephesus... . And he him- 
self entering into the synagogue, disputed with the Jews. 
(Yet xviii, 6. From henceforth | will go to the Gentiles.) 

xIx, 8. .... and entering into the synagogue he spoke 
boldly for the space of three months, 

xxv, 16. And when we were come to Rome, Paul 
was suffered to dwell by himself with a soldier that kept 
him. 17. And after the third day he called together the 
chief of the Jews. 

This group of texts is of first importance in measuring 
the real meaning of St. Paul’s words to the Galatians. 
If we take these words at their face value, then St. Paul’s 
mission is to the Gentiles as St. Peter’s is to the Jews. 
But the facts as recorded by St. Luke are the complete 
denial of this mistaken meaning. Far from confining his 
preaching to the Gentiles, St. Paul acts as if his chief 
mission was to the Jews. He says that he is bound to 

preach to them first. Even after his very solemn declara- 

tion that he will turn to the Gentiles, we find him, in 
the next town he visits, preaching at once and first to 
the Jews. If this, his commission to preach to the Gen- 
tiles, was compatible with his always preaching first to 
the Jews, no doubt St. Peter’s commission to preach to 
the Jews was quite compatible with his preaching to the 
Gentiles, and indeed of opening the door to the Gentiles. 
Therefore in the Acts, which were no doubt seen by 
St. Paul himself, there is not a word which would 
suggest that St. Paul, the last of the Apostles, had an 
equal prerogative with St. Peter, or indeed with the 
other members of the Twelve, especially St. John and 
St. James of Jerusalem. 

(c) In suggesting that St. Paul, though called an 

G 
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Apostle, had no superiority over or perhaps equality 
with the Twelve, we are basing our suggestion on 
sound biblical data. The term Apostle is vague enough 
not to prove that everyone called by that name was the 
equal of the Twelve Apostles. But St. Paul’s apostolate, 
which was conveyed to him through the visible 
exkAnoia, Never gave him a superiority even over 
St. Barnabas, who was not one of the Twelve ! 

If we had only St. Paul’s reference to St. Barnabas in 
the Galatians we might easily mistake the relation between 
the two : 

Gal. ii, 1. “Then, after fourteen years I went up again 
to Jerusalem with Barnabas, taking ‘Titus also with me. 

11. And when Cephas was come to Antioch I with- 
stood him to the face.... 13. To his dissimulation the 
rest of the Jews consented so that Barnabas also was led 
by them into that dissimulation.” 

1. We must never forget that whenever the writer 
of the Acts mentions St. Peter and the other Apostles, 
St. Peter is always given the foremost place. St. Paul is 
NEVER given the foremost place. Indeed, he is more 
commonly given a place subordinate to St. Barnabas, 
who was not even one of the Twelve. 

2. Thus, ix, 27, when the disciples at Jerusalem mis- 
trust the new convert, Saul, “ Barnabas took him and 
brought him to the Apostles and told them how he had 
seen the Lord, and how in Damascus he had dealt con- 
fidently in the name of Jesus.” To read St. Paul’s words 
to the Galatians (i, 18, ii, 9) is to realise how carefully 
St. Luke prevents the misunderstanding a casual writer 
might well read into St. Paul’s words. 

3. Moreover, St. Luke is careful to show not only 
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how the divine command to speak to the Gentiles came 
to St. Paul through Ananias, but the actual commission 
to deal with the Gentiles came through St. Barnabas. 

Some of them “ who had been dispersed by the per- 
secution that arose on occasion of Stephen... . were 
men of Cyprus and Cyrene, who when they were entered 
into Antioch spoke also to the Greeks. ... And the 
tidings came to the ears of the Church that was at Jeru- 
salem ....and they sent Barnabas as far as Antioch. ... 
And Barnabas went to Tarsus to seek Saul, whom.... 
he brought to Antioch” (xi, 19-25). 

It is clear that in both these incidents St. Paul is not 
looked upon as the superior, but as the inferior to St. 
Barnabas. No doubt St. Paul may have been a man of 
greater genius, but he was not a Church dignitary of 
greater rank than St. Barnabas. 

Thete is a quiet confirmation of this subordination of 
St. Paul to St. Barnabas in the following words: “ And 
the disciples purposed to send relief to the brethren who 
dwelt in Judea. Which also they did, sending it to the 
ancients by the hands of Barnabas and Saul”? (29-30) ; 
not Saul and Barnabas ! 

Again: “ And Barnabas and Saul returned from Jeru- 
salem, having fulfilled their ministry ”’ (xii, 25). 

4. Again, xiii, i, a more significant passage is the list 
of officials at Antioch: “‘ Now there were in the Church 
which was at Antioch prophets and doctors, among 
whom was Barnabas and Simon, who was called Niger, 
and Lucius of Cyrene, and Manahen, who was the foster- 
brother of Herod the Tetrarch, and Sau/.” Here St. Paul 
is given an official subordination, not only to Barnabas, 
but to a group of others. 
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5. The further call of the Holy Ghost to the apostolate 
was not a gift peculiar to St. Paul. “ The Holy Ghost 
said to them, Separate me Saul and Barnabas for the 
work whereunto I have taken zhem. Then they, fasting 
and praying and imposing their hands upon them, sent 
them away. So they being sent by the Holy Ghost went 
to Seleucia, and from thence they sailed to Cyprus” 
(xiii, 1-4). 

The call was given to St. Paul and St. Barnabas alike. 
As St. Barnabas was a native of Cyprus, the direction of 
their journey seems to have been settled by him. 

Again: “ The pro-consul Sergius Paulus sending for 
Barnabas and Paul.” ‘The official invitation gives the 
official precedence. 


6. At Antioch in Pisidia is taken the fateful step of 
preaching mainly and primarily to the Gentiles. “ Then 
Paul and Barnabas said boldly .... behold me turn to the 
Gentiles ” (xiii, 46). It was not a step taken solely by 
St. Paul. St. Luke, the author of the Acts, is careful to 
let us know that both St. Barnabas and St. Paul had a 
joint responsibility. 

7. The official subordination of St. Paul to St. Bar- 
nabas is seen in the incident at Lystra, when at the cure 
of the cripple by St. Paul the Lystrians would have offered 
sacrifice to the two Apostles. “‘ And they called Barnabas, 
Jupiter; but Paul, Mercury, because he was chief 
speaker” (6 jyovmevos Tov Adyou) (xiv, 11). The 
Apostle who was taken to be Jupiter, even though not 
the chief speaker, must manifestly have been the leader 
ot superior of the group. 


8. The last group of texts coupling the names of St. 
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Paul and St. Barnabas are of special significance. They 
cover the origin and assembly of the Council of 
Jerusalem. 

xv, i: “Some coming down from Judea taught the 
brethren that except you be circumcised after the manner 
of Moses you cannot be saved.” 2. “ And when Paul 
and Barnabas had no small contest with them, they 
determined that Paul and Barnabas and certain others 
of the other side should go up to the apostles and priests 
to Jerusalem.” 

St. Luke succeeds in preventing readers of the Epistle 
to the Galatians from thinking that Barnabas, St. Paul’s 
superior, was on the side of the Judaizers ! 

After St. Peter’s authoritative ruling had quelled 
their “much disputing,” “and all the multitude held 
their peace, they heard Barnabas and Paul telling what 
great signs and wonders God had wrought among the 
Gentiles by them” (12). 

Here again the official order at the Council makes 
Barnabas first and Paul second. 

Moreover, in the first disciplinary decree of the Church, 
as given with such accuracy by St. Luke, the same order 
is preserved: “It hath seemed good to us, being 
assembled together, to choose out men and to send them 
unto you, with our well-beloved Barnabas and Paul, 
men that have given their lives for the Name of our Lord 
Jesus Christ ” (25, 26). 

9. The final grouping of the names of St Barnabas 
aud St. Paul is perhaps of greatest significance. It should 
read thus: ‘‘ And there arose a dissension, so that they 
departed one from another, and Barnabas indeed, taking 
Mark, sailed to Cyprus. But Paul, choosing Silas, de- 
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parted, being delivered to the grace of God by the 
brethren. And he went through Syria and Cilicia ” 
(39-41) 

Here it would seem that St Barnabas, being the head, 
chose Mark even against St Paul’s protest. Moreover, 
St Barnabas began the itinerary of visiting the countries 
where they had preached—Cyprus being the first place 
where they had preached. St Paul, being now without 
the superior who had begun the itinerary, was given his 
commission by the brethren at Antioch. 


We are convinced that the phenomenon witnessed 
when Lightfoot and Westcott gave a dispassionate study 
to the Gospels will again be witnessed when their 
followers give a dispassionate study to the Acts. It will 
be again admitted that the writer of the Acts gives St. 
Paul no shadow of primacy, even when showing St. 
Paul’s special deputation by the Church to the work of 
evangelizing the Gentiles. 

Two further thoughts impose themselves. If the 
Primacy which is so undeniably in the first fifteen chapters 
of the Acts has passed from St. Peter to St. Paul in the 
last thirteen chapters, then the See of Rome, which has 
succeeded to the prerogative, not only of St. Peter but 
also of St. Paul is the sole claimant to that Primacy. 
This fact should be kept before the mind of those who 
think that what was divinely given to St. Peter passed 
to St. Paul. 

But if Biblical criticism is the dispassionate art of 
seeing facts through the eyes of the narrator of those 
facts, it is clear that St. Luke nowise sets up his master, 
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St. Paul, as even an equal of St. Peter. If we might speak 
our own mind on so important a matter, it is that, for 
us, the New Testament is becoming more and more 
undeniably a Roman book. The very position of promin- 
ence given to the writings and to the mission of St. Paul 
seems due to the honour given him by the Roman 
Church. On grounds of theology and exegetics, it would 
be hard to put St. Paul on the same hierarchical level 
as St. James? and St. John. But the Saint whose name 
was inseparably coupled with St. Peter’s, the Saint whose 
body lay for a time in the same grave as St. Peter, thus 
giving to Christian Rome twin founders like Romulus 
and Remus of Pagan Rome, such a saint took on some 
of the universal honour of the great Apostle and of the 


tThe incident recorded in Acts xxi, 17-29, when read by itself, but 
still more when read in contrast with St. Peter’s discussion with the 
Church at Jerusalem, ought to make it clear that St. Paul is given no 
Primacy in the Acts. 16. “ And when we were come to Jerusalem the 
brethren received us gladly. 18. And the day following, Paul went in 
with us unto James. And all the ancients were assembled. ... But they 
said to him: Thou seest, brother, how many thousands there are among 
the Jews that have believed; and they are all zealous for the Law. 
Now they have heard of thee that thou teachest those Jews who are 
among the Gentiles to depart from Moses ; saying that they ought not 
to circumcise their children, nor walk according to the custom... . 
Do therefore what we say to thee. We have four men who have a vow 
on them. Take them and sanctify thyself.... And all will know that the 
things which they have heard of thee are false, and that thou thyself 
walkest keeping the Law. ... Then Paul took the men, and the next 
day being purified with them entered into the temple, giving notice of 
the accomplishment of the days of purification until an oblation 
(rpocgopd) should be offered for every one of them.” This event 
so minutely described by St. Luke (and revised by St. Paul ?) contains 
too many principles of New Testament exegesis to be fully dealt with 
here. But it throws great light on the movement of St. Paul’s mind from 
the day when he spoke of the “curse of the Law ” to the day when, 
after years of apostolic work, he obeyed the ruling of James and offered 
an oblation in the Temple to prove that he himself still kept the Law | 
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Apostolic See. Even in these our days it is in Rome that 
St. Paul receives most honour. In thus exalting the 
petsecutor turned Apostle, the Apostolic See is but 
preserving what it created—the unique honour given to 
St. Paul. 


CHAPTER IV 
THE WITNESS OF ST. JOHN 


A profound exegetical principle of St. Thomas 
Aquinas may fittingly find a place at the beginning of 
what we shall say on St. John’s Witness to the Primacy 
of St. Peter: “ Our Lord did and said many things that 
are not contained in the Gospel. The Evangelists took 
especial care to record things pertaining to the necessary 
means of salvation or of ecclesiastical organisation. Hence 
they have recorded the institution by Christ of Baptism 
and Penance and the Eucharist and Order rather than of 
Extreme Unction or of Confirmation, which pertain 
neither to the necessary means of salvation nor to the 
organisation and distinction of the Church.” 


Supp. Qu. 29, Art. 3, Ad. 1m. 


A further principle seems necessary to recommend 
what we shall write to those who would not agree with 
us in holding St. John, the beloved disciple, as the author 
of the Apocalypse, and of the Fourth Gospel. Whoever 
was the writer of these works, he was a Christian of 
not later than the first half of the second century. Even 
to those who refuse to accept him as an eye-witness and 
ear-witness of the sayings and doings of Jesus Christ, 
he is undoubtedly an eye-witness and ear-witness of the 


primitive Church founded by Christ. His apologetic 
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value would be little lessened and might even be increased 
if instead of being the Son of Thunder he is merely an 
average Christian chronicling what he heard men say of 
the teaching of Jesus. It would be almost a miracle of 
miracles if someone with less than apostolic dignity 
should write as the author of the Apocalypse and Fourth 
Gospel writes, with full apostolic authority, and should 
be accepted as authentic by the Church which was even 
then showing its genius for detecting the unauthentic. 

Leaving our readers, therefore, to their own view of 
the authorship of the Apocalypse and the Fourth Gospel, 
we shall merely remind them that those who admit, 
as we admit, and those who deny, as some deny, the 
Joannine authorship must admit that Aquinas is right 
in pointing out ecclesiastical organisation as a main 
element in both books. Already there had been disputes 
and even parties at Antioch, in Galatia, in Corinth. In 
each case the name of St. Peter was invoked. Naturally, 
the very sacredness of the doctrines entrusted to the 
Church threw men back on the ultimate guardian of 
those doctrines. Intellectual difficulties soon begot 
practical wants. The question of the hierarchy became 
more urgent, if not more important, than the question 
of the Creed. If, then, the Apocalypse and the Fourth 
Gospel are the work of St. John, or even if they are the 
work of some early disciple of St. John, it is unthinkable 
that they should contain no direct or indirect evidence of 
the ecclesiastical and hierarchical development which 
was everywhere taking such strides and often producing 
a selvage of misunderstanding. 
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THE APOCALYPSE 


Iv, 2. .... There was a throne set in heaven, and upon 
the throne One sitting. 3. And He that sat was to the 
sight like the jasper and the sardine stone. 

XXI, 10. .... He showed me the holy city... . having 
the glory of God. And the light thereof was like to a 
precious stone, as to the jasper stone, even as crystal.... 

18. And the building of the wall thereof was of 
Jasper stone. 

19. And the foundations of the wall of the city 
were adorned with all manner of precious stones. The 
first foundation was jasper. 


To appreciate this witness to its full it must be borne 
in mind that the writer of the Apocalypse put forward 
claims to a high position in the hierarchy of the Church. 
With apostolic boldness he frankly corrected the Bishop 
of seven sees, some of which were founded by St. Paul. 
Among those whom he reprimanded would seem to have 
been St. Timothy. On any theory of authorship it is 
undeniable that the writer could not expect to further 
his own claims by furthering the claims of St. Peter. 
To exalt St. Peter’s claims was in reality or in appearance 
to diminish his own. Moreover, the theme of the book 
does not at first sight demand any reference to St. Peter. 
If, then, St. Peter’s name and privilege find a place in 
the book it is precisely because that name and privilege 
are recognised as an institution of Jesus Christ. 

When, therefore, this writer describes, as the Son of 
Thunder might be expected to describe, the mystic 
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city, he makes it clear that the Twelve Apostles are as its 
twelve foundation-stones. Of these twelve stones 
(Apostles), the first, Peter, is jasper, the same stone as 
the walls, and as ‘‘ He that sat on the throne.” St. Peter 
is in some mystic way of the same Rock that was Christ. 
Without laying undue stress upon this passage from 
the Apocalypse, we must fairly rank it with the witness 
of St. John. If it does nothing further, at least it serves as 
a praeparatio animae to those who are about to study the 
witness of the Fourth Gospel. The evidence of the 
sacred Scripture being organic rather than syllogistic is 
therefore convergent. Consequently, there lies upon the 
investigator of Biblical truth the duty of examining every 
clue, however insignificant. 


(B) 


THE GospEL oF St. JOHN 


We must ask our readers to bear with us if we confess 
to a feeling of dismay in approaching the witness of 
St. John’s Gospel to the Primacy of St. Peter. Indeed, 
our dismay is a kind of bewilderment at seeing two facts 
which no theory of ours can reconcile. The first fact is 
that thousands of sincere Biblical scholars can read, and 
indeed can study, the Fourth Gospel, yet believe that it 
gives no footing to the Petrine claims. The second fact 
is that for years we have been overwhelmed by the mass 
of Petrine doctrine contained in the Fourth Gospel in 
such wealth that not even the Gospel of St. Matthew or 
St. Luke is its equal. If St. John’s Gospel is almost 
explicitly a thesis on the divinity of Jesus Christ, sys- 
tematically worked out, then to our mind part of that 
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thesis is the Primacy of the man whom Jesus chose out 
even before He had chosen the twelve !! 

(1) The first undeniable witness to the Primacy of 
St. Peter is the obvious fact that St. Peter’s name and 
person are so prominent and indeed pre-eminent in the 
Gospel. We have seen (Appendix A) that, roughly 
speaking, the Fourth Gospel contains twice as many 
references to St. Peter as are contained in any of the 
other Gospels. Moreover, this quantitative view of the 
texts, which by itself might prove little or nothing, is 
strengthened by a qualitative view which raises the 
witness of St. John to its true value. Students of the 
Fourth Gospel recognise that its writer, though not a 
man of few words, is a man of few topics. These topics 
are fundamental, but few. Moreover, they never en- 
croach on his main topic, viz. that Jesus Christ, Who is 
the Son of God, became the Son of Man in order to 
become by His life and death the Saviour of mankind. 
When, therefore, we find the name and person of Simon 
Peter occupying a place given to no other except the 
Holy and Undivided Trinity, we must recognise a detail 
of the thesis which the Fourth Gospel is minded to prove. 
Nor does it matter to this argument what view of the 
Foutth Gospel is taken. Between the orthodox and 
unorthodox views of the Fourth Gospel not everything 
is disagreement. We orthodox would say that the writer 
of the Fourth Gospel was making the doctrine and acts of 
Christ the reason of the doctrine and practices of the 
eatly Church ; the unorthodox would say that the author 


tcf, Appendix G. Bishop Westcott says: “ The representative official 
precedence of St. Peter really underlies the whole narrative of the Fourth 
Gospel,” 
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of the Fourth Gospel was making the doctrine and prac- 
tices of the early Church the reason for the doctrine and 
acts of his Christ. But those two views, whilst so funda- 
mentally disagreeing, would completely agree that 
between the dogmatic and sacramental doctrine of the 
Fourth Gospel and of the early Church there is complete 
identity. The writer of the Gospel has set his mind, 
honestly or dishonestly, on making these dogmatic 
and sacramental doctrines to be the very design of 
Jesus Christ. But this principle, so obvious in the case 
of such a dogma as the Divinity of the Holy Ghost or 
such a sacratnent as Baptism, cannot be ignored in such 
a subject as the Primacy of St. Peter, for which there are 
evidently more texts than for the Divinity of the Holy 
Ghost or the sacrament of Baptism. 

(2) 1, 41, “ He (i.e. Andrew) findeth first his brother 
Simon and saith to him: ‘ We have found the Messias, 
which is interpreted the Christ.’ 42. And he brought 
him to Jesus, And Jesus looking on him said—‘ Thou 
att Simon the son of Jona. Thou shalt be called Cephas, 
which is interpreted Peter.’ ” 

Our commentary on this will be found in Appendix A. 
We need add only the following remarks: (a) There is a 
strange connection between Our Blessed Lord’s name 
“ Messias, which is interpreted, the Christ” and “‘ Ce- 
phas, which is interpreted Peter.” The connection is all 
the more noteworthy because the word “‘ Messias ” is 
used only once more in iv, 25 and nowhere else in the 
New Testament. The word Cephas is used nowhere else 
in the Gospels. (b) “ Findeth first his brother Simon.” 
St. John the Evangelist is at pains to show the early 
Church that the Church was the continuation of the 
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synagogue in the person of one of the priestly class, John 
the Baptist, gave the Messias the leaders of the Twelve 
Apostles. It would therefore seem that St. Peter was 
looked upon already as the zpwrog (first, or head) of the 
little group of men in Capharnaum who were accepting 
the leadership of the Baptist. Everything falls into its 
place within the Gospel narrative if the place of the last, 
greatest of the prophets is taken by the Messias who 
disturbs nothing in the group which the prophet has 
himself organised. 

(3) vi, 68. And Jesus said to the Twelve, ‘‘ Will you 
also go away 2”? 69. And Simon Peter answered, “‘ Lord, 
to whom shall we go? Thou hast the words of eternal 
life. And we have believed and have known that Thou 
art the Christ, the Son of God!” (or “ Thou art the 
Holy One of God ”’).+ 

The position of these words at the close of the sixth 
chapter lends them additional weight. Even if we do not 
see in this profession of faith by the Apostles, through 
the official spokesman of the Apostles, the same pro- 
fession of faith recorded by St. Matthew, xvi, 16, we 
must see St. John’s wish to show that when the Apostles 
did make their official act of faith it was through St. 
Peter, their official spokesman. 

In this account of the scene every phrase, and, indeed, 
every word of St. John is to be studied. 

(a) Like St. Matthew, St. John places this scene at the 
close of the Galilean ministry. All that has afterwards to 
be done and borne by Jesus has to be done and borne in 


tLagrange writes (loc. cit. p. 191): “‘ La legon n’est pas douteuse 
(T. H.S. V.) et non pas Vg. Christus Filius Dei.” We need hardly remark 
that whatever reading is adopted the witness to St. Peter is untouched, 
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Jerusalem. With divine fitness this great profession of 
faith and loyalty made by the men who were called “ Ye 
men of Galilee” (Acts i, 11), took place in Galilee. St. 
John is at pains to show that it took place, not at Caesarea 
Philippi, but in St. Peter’s own dwelling-town, Caphar- 
naum. 

(b) In St. Matthew and St. Mark, farewell to Galilee 
is taken in the House of St. Peter at Capharnaum. But 
St. John ends the Galilean ministry dramatically in the 
synagogue of Capharnaum. Although, as Our Blessed 
Lord said: “I have always taught in the synagogue ” 
(xviii, 20), yet this chapter is St. John’s only account of 
one of these discourses in a synagogue. 

(c) It must be borne in mind that in St. John’s Gospel 
this is the only corporate, explicit act of faith in Jesus 
Christ made by the Apostles. In the solemn prayer of 
Jesus to His Father He had said: “I have manifested 
Thy Name to the men whom Thou hast given me out 
of the world. ... They have known in very deed that I 
came out from Thee ; and they have believed that Thou 
didst send Me ” (xvii, .6, 8). 

(d) The sermon of Our Blessed Lord in the synagogue 
at Capharnaum is a long and reasoned discourse on the 
essence of the Incarnation. But it is still more: it is a 
reasoned discourse on the great sacerdotal act of Sacrifice 
and Eucharist, whereby Jesus the Holy One takes away, 
as only the Holy One could take away, the sin of the 
world. 


tIf, as Lagrange and other Catholic exegetes think, the true reading 
is, ““ Thou art the Holy One of God,” we may ask further, ““ Have we not 
here a reference to the Primitive Mass, with its Ayios, ay.os, aos 
(Holy, holy, holy)?” If we saw such a reference, it would be but a 
confirmation of our exegetical principle that the hierarchical and sacra- 
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It will be seen that, although St. Matthew’s account 
of the profession of faith is of central importance, St. 
John has succeeded in making it an explicit acceptance of 
the Incarnation and of the Sacrament of Sacraments. 
But every heightening of the solemnity of this great 
central profession of faith tends to heighten the position 
given to the man whom, at first sight, the Son of Man 
called Cephas. 

(4) x11, 6. “ He cometh therefore to Simon Peter. 
And Peter said to Him: Lord, dost Thou wash my feet ? 
7. Jesus answered and said to him: What I do thou 
knowest not now; but thou shalt know hereafter. 
8. Peter saith to Him: Thou shalt never wash my feet. 
Jesus answered him: If I wash thee not, thou shalt 
have no part with Me. 9. Simon Peter saith to Him: 
Lord, not only my feet; but also my hands and my 
head.” 

(2) This must be read as a supplement and indeed a 
commentary on St. Luke’s account of the “‘ Greater ” 
and “ Leader.” One feels instinctively that the Chief 
Shepherd is giving a final lesson to the man whom He 
has chosen to shepherd the flock after His death. For the 
first time He speaks to them of His love for them: 
** Having loved His own who were in the world, He 
loved them to the end.... 34. A new commandment 
I give unto you, that you love one another, as I have 
loved you.” Later on, when St. Peter was receiving his 
commission as shepherd of the flock, he was questioned 
about his love! 


mental development of the Church is to be seen reflected in the Gospels. 
Students should also weigh St. John’s reference to 4oly (xvii, 11), and 
hallow (x, 36; xvii, 17, 19). 

H 
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All this throws light on the only other dialogue 
between Simon Peter and Jesus on this occasion... . 
34. “ A new commandment I give unto you, that you 
love one another, as I have loved you.... 36. Simon 
Peter saith to Him: Lord, whither goest Thou ? Jesus 
answered: Whither I go thou canst not follow now ; 
but thou shalt follow hereafter.” 

(b) Our Blessed Lord’s contrast between she feet, 
i.e. Judas (ii), and the head, St. Peter, seers undeniable. 

(c) Throughout the dialogue Our Blessed Lord 
speaks to St. Peter as “ thou.” Especially is this notice- 
able in the mystic expression: “If I wash thee not, 
thou shalt have no part (uépos) with Me.’ No other of 
the Apostles had such words addressed to them. 

St. John’s omission of St. Luke’s reference to Satan 
will be found treated in Appendix B. 

(5) For St. John’s account of St. Peter’s boast and 
denial, cf. Appendix C. 

(6) For St. John’s account of the “ Agony in the 
Garden,” cf. Appendix D. 4 

(7) xx, 2. “(Mary Magdalen) ran therefore and — 
cometh to Simon Peter, and to the other disciple whom 
Jesus loved. 

3. Peter therefore went out and that other disciple. 
And they came to the sepulchre. | 

4. And they both ran together ; and that other disciple 
did outrun Peter, and came first to the sepulchre. 

5. And when he stooped down he saw the linen cloths 
lying. But yet he went not in. 

6. Then cometh Simon Peter following him; and 
went into the sepulchre, and saw the linen cloths lying. 

7. And the napkin (covdapiov) that had been on his 
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head (éat rip xepadjs avtov) not lying with the linen 
cloths, but wrapped up in one place,” cf. Appendix E. 

(2) We must remember the singular privilege given 
to St. John by the dying Saviour (xix, 25, 27). 

(2) Though Mary Magdalene was an eye-witness and 
ear-witness of the granting of this privilege, St. John 
does not represent her as giving him the first place 
among the Apostles. 

(c) St. John supports the Marcan witness (Mark xvi, 
7) that Mary Magdalene brought the tidings of the 
empty tomb especially to St. Peter. 

(d) St. Luke tells us that St. Peter ran. St. John com- 
pletes the Lucan witness by adding that St. Peter and 
himself both ran. 

(e) Though the younger Apostle was the first to 
reach the sepulchre and to see the empty body-cloths 
he would not take upon himself to be the first to enter 
in. This was the duty of the one who now stood at the 
head of the little family of Christians. St. John’s privilege 
overt the Mother of Christ gave him no privilege over 
the Real or Mystical Body of Christ. 

(f) The Heap-Ciorn is apart and is seen only by St. 
Peter; even as St. Peter, the now visible HEAD, was 
apart from the rest of the Apostles ! 

It should be remembered that St. Luke recorded how 
St. Peter, stooping down, had seen the linen-cloths 
(606va) Luke xxiv, 12. St. John is at pains to show 
that he himself was the first, by stooping down, to see 
these linen body-cloths. But St. Peter’s privilege was to 
go into the sepulchre and to see not only the body- 
cloths, but the HzEsp-Ciorn. 

St. John’s mystical tendency, with its keen insight of 
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love, detects the divine intention behind these doings. 
He sees, and rightly sees, in every deed as in every word 
of the Incarnate Word, a symbol of some greater truth. 
These insights of the mystic might seem trivial to a 
modern author. But they cannot seem trivial to a modern 
commentator. They are demanded by the psychology 
of the Fourth Gospel. To ignore them in the name of 
modern science is to ignore the first principle of com- 
mentaty, viz. that commentators must seek above all 
else to find out the meaning and aim of their author. ? 

But by all the rules of commentary the author who 
records this seemingly trivial incident of the Head-Cloth 
is desperately in earnest to prove the Primacy of St. 
Peter. 


8. THe Mrracutous DrauGcur oF FISHES 


St. John has evidently meant to contrast this last 
draught of fishes with the first. By so doing he was 
carrying out his usual intention of dealing with St. 
Luke’s Gospel, for the instruction of those who might 
misread its message. The two descriptions are so con- 
trasted, both where they agree and where they differ, 
that a mere scheme of agreement and disagreement may 
serve as the best commentary. 


tAnother kindred example of this mystical realism of St. John is 
xix, 23: “‘ The soldiers therefore when they had crucified him, took 
his garments and they made four parts (to every soldier a part) and also 
his xirGva (inner garment). Now, the inner garment was seamless, 
woven from the top throughout. They said then one to another: Let 
us not cut it; but let us cast lots for it.” Tradition, interpreting the 
deeds as the words of Jesus by the life of the Church, has seen in this 
incident the Church’s primary mark of Unrry. This unity is symbolised 
by the inner garment which was always nearest the body of Christ. 
Now this is recorded by St. John, the last of the Apostles and the faithful 
champion of the Primacy of the martyred Vicar of Christ. 
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AGREEMENTS 


(2) The chief boat is the Bark of Peter. 

(4) The fishermen have laboured all night; it is 
morning (Luke v, 5; John xxi, 3, 4). 

(c) Jesus tells them to try again (Luke iv; John vi). 

(d) They catch a heavy draught of fishes (Luke vi; 


John vi). 


(e) Peter goes to Jesus (Luke viii; John vii). 
(f) Jesus makes a promise to Peter (Luke x ; John xv). 


DIFFERENCES 


LugE v. 
4. Launch out into the deep. 


6. Their net broke. 


7. Two boats—one was John’s. 
3. Jesus was in the boat. 


7. Their partners that were in 
the other boat .... came and (the 
fishes caught) filled both boats. 


10. Thou shalt catch men. 


JoHN xxI 
6. Cast thy net on the right side. 


11, The net was not broken. 

2, One boat, Peter’s ; and John 
is in it. 

4. Jesus is on the shore. Peter 


alone is head of the boat. 


11. Simon Peter went up and 
drew the net to land, full of great 
fishes. 


15. Feed my lambs. 
16. Lead my sheep. 
17. Feed my sheep. 


St. Luke’s account of the apparition on Easter morning 
had left out what St. Matthew and St. Mark had set down, 
viz. the command to go to Galilee. St. John most 
dramatically places the last scene not only in Galilee 


but on the sea of Galilee. 
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It is noteworthy that St. John, who had once a boat 
of his own, is now in the Bark of Peter. Of that Bark 
St. Peter is the visible head. 

to. “ Jesus saith to them: Bring hither of the fishes 
which you have now caught. 11. Simon Peter went 
up” into the boat “and drew the net to land full of 
great fishes, one hundred and fifty-three. And although 
there were so many the net was not broken.” 

St. John is at pains to show St. Peter is still 
Captain of the boat. In the difficult task of landing the 
struggling fish with the previous accident of a broken 
net, St. Peter, the Captain, directs the operation. La- 
grange’s commentary expresses what we feel about the 
scene. ‘Il est en effet impossible de méconnaitre ici 
le symbole de la predication qui a déja été confiée aux 
disciples, d’autant que ce symbole est clairement indiquée 
dans Luc v, 10, et A propos de Pierre. On est donc conduit 
a penser que le filet ot l’on prend les poissons et qui ne 
se rompt pas, symbolise PEglise qui doit demeurer une, 
si nombreux que soient les fidéles .. . . Cest précisément 
Pierre qui fait Punité de ce morceau, et c’est son réle 
qui prépare le suivant... . Quand ila quitté la barque 
ses collaborateurs mémes doivent attendre son retour: 
lui seul peut diriger et mener 4 bien ’oeuvre commencée 
.... Tous les détails convergent vers cette lecon: Pierre 
assisté des disciples, bien plus encore assisté de Jésus, 
conduira la péche qui doit amener dans l’Eglise des 
hommes que leur grand nombre et leur diversité n’ 
empéchent pas de demeurer une ” (uw sup. pp. 527, 528). — 
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Jesus Appornts St. PETER SHEPHERD OF THE 
FLocK 


XxI, 15. When, therefore, they had breakfasted, Jesus 
saith unto Simon Peter: Simon, Son of John, lovest 
thou (aya7ds) me more than these ? He saith unto Him: 
Yea, Lord, Thou knowest that I love (@:A@) Thee. He 
saith to Him: FEED (Bdécxe) My Lass. 

17. He saith to him again a second time: Simon, Son 
of John, lovest thou (ayaras) me? He saith to Him: 
Yea, Lord, thou knowest that I love (¢:A®) Thee. He 
saith to him: Leap (xdmmawe) MY SHEEP. 

17. He saith to him a third time: Simon, Son of 
John, lovest thou (gies) me? Peter was grieved that 
He said to him a third time—Lovest thou (q.reis) 
me—and he said to Him: Lord, Thou knowest (6.das) 
all things; Thou knowest (ov yweokels) that I love 
(pio) Thee. 

Jesus saith to him: FEED (@doxe) My SHEEP. 

18. Amen, Amen, I say to thee, when thou wast 
younger thou didst gird thyself and didst walk whither 
thou wouldest. But when thou shalt be old, thou shalt 
stretch forth thy hands and another shall gird thee and 
bear thee whither thou wouldest not. 


19. And this He said signifying by what death he 
should glorify (do€ace) God. Having spoken this, 
He saith to him: Follow me. 

(A) To understand the full significance of this com- 
mission to St. Peter, recorded by St. John alone, we must 
bear in mind the unique character of the Risen Christ 
as described by St. John. It is he and he alone who suc- 
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ceeds in reducing the Apostles’ doubt about the Resur- 
rection to the passing doubt of one Apostle, St. Thomas, 
whose final profession of faith—My Lord and My God— 
becomes the watchword of orthodoxy. Moreover, it is 
St. John alone who records the official giving of the 
Holy Spirit (xx, 23). And this most clear, undeniable 
power of applying to souls the merits of Christ’s Passion 
and Death, by forgiving sins, is given to a group of 
men after they had all fled during His Passion. Power 
given before their weakness might fairly be called in 
doubt. But there could be no doubt about Our Blessed 
Lord’s will to give them power when He bestowed it 
after full knowledge of their weak humanity. 

A strange parallel is at once noticeable. It is to St. 
Matthew and to St. John that we owe the clearest state- 
ment of power granted to the Apostles to bind (sin) 
and loose from (sin). Now it is before, not after, the 
Resurrection, that St. Matthew places the words: 
““ Amen I say to you, whatsoever you shall bind on earth 
shall be bound also in heaven ; and whatsoever you shall 
loose on earth shall be loosed also in heaven” (Matt. 
XVili, 18). St. Matthew’s clear witness, “Thou art 
Peter,” etc. (xvi, 18), is likewise placed before, not after, 
the Resurrection. 

On the other hand, and as if it is to forestall objections, 


badd 


The Lord then principally instituted the sacrament of penance 
when, after His resurrection from the dead, He breathed on His disciples 
saying: Receive ye the Holy Ghost. Whose sins ye shall forgive they are 
forgiven them ; and whose sins ye shall retain they are retained. By this action 
so signal, and by these words so clear, the consent of all the Fathers has 
evet understood that the power of forgiving and retaining sins was com- 
municated to the Apostles and their lawful successors for the reconcilia- 
tion of the faithful who have sinned after Baptism ”—(Cowncil of Trent. 
Sess. xiv, Cap. 1). 
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it is after and not before the Resurrection that St. John 
places the two great Apostolic and Petrine texts. These 
texts gain much strength by the circumstance of time ; 
but gain still more by other circumstances which are 
obvious to any patient student of their contrasts. 

(s) In studying the contrasts between St. Matthew’s 
Petrine text and St. John’s, a preliminary study must be 
made of Our Blessed Lord’s discourse on the Good 
Shepherd ; because St. John represents the Mastet’s 
commission to St. Peter as the appointment of a visible 
Shepherd. 

The most important clue to this discourse on the Good 
Shepherd is that it zs the sole discourse of Jesus Christ on 
the Unity of His Church. Early Christians, with only 
the Synoptic Gospels as a written statement of the 
Church’s organisation, might well be of different opinions 
about its unity. But this discourse would put an end to 
these differences of opinion by showing the Church to be 
ONE as a flock is one, because the Shepherd of the flock 
is One. 

With unmistakable directness and clearness Our 
Blessed Lord gives two types of unity : on the one hand 
the unity of a sheepfold, which might contain many 
sheep-flocks and many shepherds, and on the other hand, 
the unity of a sheep-flock, which may contain many 
sheep, but is one by the unity of its one head or shepherd. 
A fold is one, not because there is one shepherd, but 
because there is one place. A flock is one only because 
there is one shepherd! Hence, for the early Christians 
the importance of St. John’s witness that Jesus said: 
“And other sheep I have that are not of this Fold. 
Them also I must bring. And they shall hear my voice. 
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And there shall be ONE FLOCK and ONE SHEPHERD” 
{x5 21G); 4 

Needless to say, the unity of a Flock is more perfect 
than the unity of a Fold. A flock as such is a society ; 
a fold as such is not a society. Now, of this perfect 
Society, the flock, there is but one source of unity, the 
ONE SHEPHERD. It is true to say, Many shepherds many 
flocks—one Shepherd, one flock. How significant is this 
scene in St. John’s Gospel, describing how at the last 
recorded meeting and meal with the Eleven Apostles, 
Jesus (whom St. Peter calls by the unique title 
apxiroiuny), Chief Shepherd (I Pet. v, 4), should 
appoint St. Peter to the office of visible Shepherd. 

St. Matthew’s two Petrine titles were Rock and Key- 
bearer (Doorkeeper). Strangely enough, both these 
titles might mean a position of inferiority. A foundation 
stone, though necessary, is not as honourable, say, as a 
key-stone. Nor is a Doorkeeper as honourable as the 
Master, or the Father of the House. Now, it is significant 
that when the Apocalypse speaks of the first Apostle 
(i.e. Peter) as the jasper-stone (p. 87) it removes all mis- 
understanding of St. Matthew’s title. So, too, when the 
Fourth Gospel speaks of Jesus as being Himself the Door 

tWe have given the translation of the original; Lagrange writes : 
“On ne peut douter que la legon soit bien oluyy et non did, 
.... Il serait donc urgent de remplacer ovile par grex.” (UF. sup. p. 281. 
oe striking example of how scholarship can be misled by prepos- 
sessions is to be found in Westcott’s commentary: “‘ The obliteration 
of this essential distinction between fo/d and flock in many of the later 
Western versions of these passages indicates, as it appears, a tendency 
of Roman Christianity, and has served in no small degree to confirm 
and extend the false claims of the Roman See” (The Gospel according to 
St. John. By B. F. Westcott—in loc. cit.). Bishop Westcott did not 


recognise that to translate the original Greek as one Fold and one Shepherd 
was to weaken, not strengthen, the claims of St. Peter’s See. 
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(x, 9), the function of Doorkeeper becomes of the greatest 
dignity. There is then no exegetical doubt that this 
discourse on the Good Shepherd is a discourse on the 
Unity of the Church ; and that this Unity is that of one 
visible Flock under one visible (and one invisible) 
Shepherd. As recorded by St. John towards the close of 
the first century, it was evidently intended as a justifica- 
tion of the position of St. Peter. 

(c) A study of the Head-Shepherd’s terms of reference 
on commissioning His visible Vicar confirms our view 
of St. John’s witness. 


1. The shepherd calleth his sheep by name (x, 3). 
Simon, Son of John, lovest thou me P (xxi, 15). 

2. And-when he hath let out his own sheep, he goeth 
before them and the sheep follow him (x, 4). 
Jesus saith to him, Follow me (xxi, 19). 

3. I know mine and mine know me (x, 14). Thou 
knowest that I love Thee (xxi, 15). 

4. The good shepherd giveth his life for his sheep 
(x, 11). I lay down my life for my sheep (x, 15). 
When thou shalt be old thou shalt stretch forth 
thy hands and another shall gird thee and bear 
thee whither thou wouldest not. And this He 
said, signifying by what death he should glorify 
God (xxi, 19). ? 

5. And the hireling flieth because he hath no care for 
the sheep (x, 13). 


tMoreover, though one Fold needs one Door (Jesus) and one Dootr- 
keeper, Key-bearer (Peter), yet one Fold does not necessarily mean one 
Flock and one Shepherd ; but it may hold many flocks and many shep- 
herds. 

2St. Peter had been crucified in Rome some years before St. John 
recorded this prophecy. 
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Feed my lambs, etc. (xxi, 15, seq.). The flock 
commissioned to Peter is not Peter’s, but Jesus’. 
Peter loves it and cares for it as belonging to the 
One Whom he loves above all. 


Of unique importance is the phrase: “‘ This He said 
signifying by what death he should glorify God.” St. 
John records this phrase.of no other except of Jesus 
Himself. Thus, when Judas left the supper to accomplish 
the betrayal and death of Our Lord, St. John says 
(xiii, 31): ‘‘ When therefore he was gone, Jesus said, 
Now is the Son of Man glorified ; and God 1s glorified in 
Him.” Again in the solemn prayer to His Father, Jesus 
says (xvii, 1), “‘ Father, glorify Thy Son, that Thy Son 
may glorify Thee.” Few things are more suggestive of 
the unique position given to St. Peter than this identity 
of glorifying God by death. 

(p) A flock consists of lambs, sheep and a shepherd. 
Lambs are fed and led by their parent sheep ; they are 
not directly but indirectly led by the shepherd. But the 
sheep are directly fed and led by the shepherd. 

All this is expressed most clearly in the divine com- 
mission to St. Peter. Our Blessed Lord uses the words, 
Bocxev, which means, to give food, to feed with food; 
and zomawew, Which means to shepherd, to lead, to 
rule, to direct as a ruler. It will be noticed that towards the 
lambs (or lay-folk) St. Peter has the direct duty of feeding, 
but towards the sheep (or clergy, i.e. bishops, priests, 


tThe Revised Version, whilst changing the inaccurate translation 
“ Feed (romave 16) my sheep,” has given an almost more misleading 
word, “‘ Tend my sheep”; for which there is no precedent in either the 
Authorised or Revised translations! To “ tend” wholly destroys the 
idea of leadership and rule and guidance, which ate here so necessarily 
meant, in contrast with to Feed. 
Professor Turner rightly translates it: “‘ Rule my sheep ” (p. 75). 
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etc.) who can feed and lead the lambs, St. Peter has the 
direct duty of feeding and leading. 

It will be further noticed that Jesus thus gives to the 
shepherd (Peter) the same power over the sheep (bishops, 
etc.) that the sheep have over the lambs. This power is 
two-fold (1) Power of Order ; (2) Power of Jurisdiction 
(Codex: Can. 118). The word “ feed” (Gooxe) signi- 
fies “ Power of Order”; the word ‘‘ Lead,” “ Rule ” 
(roiuawe) signifies “Power of Jurisdiction.’ No 
words could make it clearer that the Saviour’s function 
of visible Shepherd over the visible flock, which was 
drawing to an end by the ending of His visible presence, 
was transferred by Him to St. Peter. Thus the Head 
Shepherd before withdrawing His visible presence 
appointed another visible Shepherd of the whole flock. 

(£) Weare led by the facts of contemporaneous history 
to offer some conclusions on the true inwardness of this 
last chapter of the last Gospel written by the last of the 
Apostles. Lagrange bears witness to the fact that “‘ almost 
all the critics (even Schanz, Calmes, Lepin) have con- 
cluded that the twenty-first chapter is an appendix.’’? 

2. In this appendix or supplement there are two main 
facts : the commission of shepherd to Peter ; the promise 
to St. John. The recording of these two facts, like the 
recording of the other main facts of the Gospel, grows out 
of the circumstances obtaining at the time the Gospel 
was written. 

3. Before the death of St. John there had arisen a 
state of things which must have caused many difficulties 
to the early Christians. With the exception of St. John 
all the Apostles were dead. St. James’ successor ruled 

"ot, cit. Pp. 520. 
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the Church at Jerusalem, St. Peter’s successor sat in the 
chair of the fisherman at Rome. The apostolic dignity was 
the highest in the Church ; and St. John alone was alive 
to claim apostleship. 

Moreover, this Apostle John had shown full cons- 
ciousness of his apostolic power by correcting and 
directing seven of the sees established by St. Paul or by 
followers of St. Paul. 

Again, he had very definitely broken with what we 
might almost call the attempted Christo-Roman alliance 
between the early Church and the Empire. The imperial 
sympathies of the Acts of St. Luke were shattered by the 
writer, for whom the Imperial City, Rome, is the Scarlet 
Woman destined for destruction. All that was anti- 
Roman in the Greek-speaking Church (and the Church of 
St. John was mainly Greek-speaking) would naturally 
rally round this fearless Galilean Apostle for whom Rome 
seemed the ally of anti-Christ. 

Lastly, this one remaining Apostle had received from 
his divine Master not only a singular privilege of love, 
but a singular promise of life. Indeed, it was commonly 
believed that he was not to die; and the common belief 
was confirmed by the fact that, when condemned to death 
by Domitian, the Apostle came forth unharmed from a 
cauldron of boiling oil, as the three children came forth 
from the Babylonian furnace. 

All these circumstances would naturally force the early 
Christians to ask themselves: ‘“‘ What is the Apostle 
John’s position in the Church? Is he the Church’s 
visible head? Is not an Apostle of greater authority 
than the successor of an Apostle ? Is not the Church over 
which St. John rules of even greater importance than 
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the Church where only Linus or Cletus or Clement rules ? 
And after having received so many privileges from the 
Messias—after having stood by the Cross, after having 
received charge of the Mother of Christ—if this Apostle 
has received a gift of immortality, is it not that he may 
tule the Ecclesia ?” 

(4) About this time, as in the time of St. Paul, the 
Church of Corinth was disturbed by a struggle of parties. 
Some measure of peace was brought to this unruly 
people by the famous letter of Pope St. Clement of Rome. 
It seems agreed amongst the critics that this interference 
of the successor of St. Peter at Rome was not solicited 
by the Church of Corinth. All the more noteworthy 
is their acceptance of Pope Clement’s fatherly commands. 

Yet, having received their Greek-speaking Chris- 
tianity, not from Latin-speaking Rome, but from the 
Greek-speaking Levant and from the great Apostle 
St. Paul, it is hardly possible that they did not turn their 
eyes towards Ephesus and towards another even greater 
Apostle, St. John, whose watchfulness had safeguarded 
seven of the Pauline Churches. 

Moreover, Ephesus was the nearest Asiatic port to 
Corinth. A letter from Corinth would have a reply in a 
few days; whereas Rome was a long distance from 
Corinth. 

Nevertheless, it was not St. John in Asia Minor, but 
Pope Clement in Rome who settled the dispute at 
Corinth. 

(5) Yet it would seem natural that some statement 
of the matter would be sent to St. John if only to consult 
him, the sole living Apostle, on their duty towards the 
successor of the Apostle Peter in Rome. 
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If the Church at Corinth did thus follow the natural 
course of events by consulting St. John, we can see how 
this supplement to the Gospel came to be written. There 
could be no clearer answer to the two questions: Has 
Christ conferred on you the gift of immortality? Has 
Christ appointed you to be the undying visible head of 
the Church ? 

No clearer answer could be given than was given by 
this epilogue to his Gospel. Even as his first hero and first 
teacher St. John the Baptist protested, “I am not the 
Christ,” so did the humble disciple protest, “‘ Iam not the 
Vicar of Christ.” 

If, then, the Church of Corinth, in spite of its strong 
Greek dislike of Roman government, did allow its 
difficulties to be settled by the Roman successor of St. 
Peter, it was in obedience, if not to the letter, at least 
to the spirit of this closing witness of St. John to the 
claims of St. Peter.+ 


The closing chapter of St. John’s Gospel either is or 
is not an afterword. ~ 

If it is not an afterword, but is part of the original 
skilfully planned thesis of the book (@,8duov, xx, 30), 
its witness can hardly be overstated. The writer, who in 
the opening words of the book has ignored the great 
happenings and doings at Nazareth and Bethlehem in 
order to give us the contrast between the eternal Father 
who sends His Son and the eternal Son who is sent to 
human life and death, has, in the closing words of the 
book, contrasted this Son and Good Shepherd with the 


1This view would account for the unique appearance and interpreta- 
tion of Cephas. John i. 
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man whom He commissions and sends as shepherd in 
His stead. Matthew, Mark and Luke close their Gospels 
with a scene including Jesus and all His Apostles. St. 
John closes his Gospel with a scene including only 
Jesus the Son of God, and Peter the son of Jona. If 
St. John is there it is only as an onlooker and witness, 
in order that the mystic dialogue on love and service 
may be recorded by the mystic who had overheard the 
still more mysterious dialogue between the eternal 
Father and His eternal Son, the Word. 

But if this last chapter of St. John’s Gospel is an 
afterword deliberately added by the Son of Thunder, 
the man who ambitioned the right-hand place of honour 
beside Jesus in His glory, his insistence on St. Peter is 
not only significant but startling. How far has the Son 
of Thunder come from the days when the visible choice 
of St. Peter set his ambitions, and perhaps his jealousy, 
on fire. There are no ambitions now; or none but the 
high ambition to keep with honour every word uttered 
by the eternal Word. Feed my lambs !—and, Feed my 
sheep—are such words. In adding them to his book he 
has made an ending fit to re-echo the sublime words of 


the opening EN APXH HN O AOTO2. 


We are not without hope that this last of the Gospels 
when read as the sequel and supplement of the first three 
Gospels may lay to rest the last intellectual hesitations 
keeping men of good-will from communion with the 
successor of the fisherman. Already, as we have seen, 
these men have honoured scholarship by unsaying in the 
name of Biblical exegesis the misapprehensions of three 

I 
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centuries. So many of them have spoken their mind 
that we may take their word to be the last word of modern 
Biblical scholarship. That word is an undeniable asser- 
tion that Jesus Christ of the Gospels really did confer 
on Simon Peter of the Gospels a Primacy of Power 
even over his brother-Apostles. 

But scholarship so sincere as this is sincere in its 
loyalty to Jesus Christ could not refuse obedience to any 
authority which it felt to have been established, not by 
itself, but only by Jesus. If obedience is refused to any 
authority it is only because these scholars sincerely 
think that Jesus did not establish it as an authority. 
But these men fail to see in the world of to-day the 
authority which, they admit, was granted to Peter. If 
they found such an authority they would admit it, as they 
would admit and do the will of Jesus, who Himself - 
came to do the will of His Father. 

In failing to see to-day in the world, the authority of 
Peter, the failure cannot be caused by lack of a claimant 
to that authority. The claim to succeed Peter in his 
apostolic power is made as it always has been made by 
the apostolic see of Rome. But this claim is not effective 
with men who think that the undoubted Primacy of 
Power granted by Jesus to Peter was granted for a time 
only and not for ever. They are persuaded, on what 
sufficient grounds we do not know, that Peter’s preroga- 
tive ended with Peter; and ended, not when he was put 
to death, but when he had fully organised and brought 
the Church to life. In other words, Peter’s power, far 
from outlasting his death, did not last out his life; so 
that, in consequence, he could not transfer to a successor 
powers which were no longer his to transfer. 
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This conscientious difficulty which we can imagine 
resting in sincere minds after a study of Matthew, Mark 
and Luke should yield to a conscientious study of St. 
John. Whoever seeks to reach the heart of St. John’s 
teaching must gradually realise what was meant by the 
weighed, deliberate words of the last of the Apostles 
writing during the pontificate of the first of the Popes. 
His message is no clearer, even though more fundamental, 
on the divine nature and authority of Jesus Christ, than 
on the divinely-given power and authority of Simon Peter. 
Moreover this divinely-given power, if we may believe the 
Son of Thunder was not put finally to death on the Cross 
of Peter. It rose again in Linus, Cletus, Clement of Rome. 
It is still extant, not in the one living Apostle, John, 
but in the undying successors of Peter. In that See which 
had been set up by Peter, the Rock chosen by Jesus was 
still upholding the House—the Key-bearer was still 
opening and shutting the Door—the Greater and Leader 
was still strengthening his brethren—the Shepherd was 
still feeding, leading and “dying for” his lambs and 
sheep. 
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Mark iii, 16, 


SIMON (xiii, 3) 
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Acts i, 14, 
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Number of times mentioned by— 
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These two schemes give rise to some important con- 

clusions. ; 

(1) PeveEr is always first; as Judas is always last. 

(2) Peter is mentioned 195 times. The rest of the Apostles 
are mentioned 130 times. Therefore St. Peter is 
mentioned much oftener than all the Apostles 
taken together | 

(3) St. Peter is mentioned some seven times oftener than 
St. John (29 times), who is next in order of mention. 

‘4) (a) There are three groups. a, the Peter group ; B, the 
Philip group ; c, the James group. The four names 
in each group are always the same. 


(b) These three groups are always in the same order, viz. 


> > 
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(c) The first name in each group is always the same, viz. 
Hor, PeTER ; Bet, Parr; GC. '1,) James. 


(d) All other names (except Judas) are moved about 
within their group; although never moved from 
group to group. 

(e) It is extremely unlikely that these groupings are 
casual and not deliberate ; or that, being deliberate, 
they are not important. If their arrangement is due 
not to the Evangelists but to the Master, their 
importance cannot be overlooked. 


(f) Only once do we find the first four taking common 
action. But it is action of uncommon importance, 
Mark xiii, 3. As he sat on the Mount of Olives 
over against the temple, PeTzER and James and 
Joun and ANprEw asked him apart. 4. Tell us, 
when these things shall be. It was in answer to 
this question of the four that Our Saviour delivered 
his eschatological discourse. St. Mark seems to 
suggest that it was delivered to the four alone: 
e.g. 3, apart. 37. What I say to you I say to all: 
watch. If this is true, a new light is thrown on the 
function and importance of the first group. 


(g) It is surely significant that the references to the 
Apostles other than St. Peter (and Judas) are 
Matt. 20; Mark 36; Luke 23; John 2g. 


The Gospel of St. Peter is therefore the most generous in 
its references to the other Apostles. St. John’s Gospel 
(which gives the greatest number of references to St. Peter) 
is next to St. Mark’s in mentioning the other Apostles. 

St. John’s effort to restore the Apostles to their proper 
dignity is seen in his dealing with St. Andrew, to whom 
the Synoptists had given only a casual mention, and whom 
St. Mark had once mentioned with the group. St. John was 
no doubt one of the two (John i, 35) disciples who first 
interviewed Jesus, the prominence given to St. Andrew is all 
the more significant. It is Andrew and not John who “ findeth 
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his brother Simon and saith to him: We have found the 
Messias (41). And he brought him to Jesus ” (42). 

Again, it is to Andrew that Philip goes and not direct to 
Jesus or to Peter when the Gentiles have said to Philip: 
We would see Jesus (xii, 21). St. John’s simple account has 
almost a liturgical air: ‘‘ Philip cometh and telleth Andrew.” 
Again Andrew and Philip told Jesus (22). 

The Synoptists mention the second group 13 times. 
St. John alone (who does not mention St. Matthew) mentions 
them 24 times. His treatment of St. Philip seems to confirm 
the view that the Apostle placed invariably at the head of the 
group had an official position given to him by Jesus Christ 
(cf. John i, 44, seq. ; vi, 5 ; xii, 21, seq.). 

This group, headed by St. Philip, seems to have had the 
care of the non-Hebrew people ; with perhaps some i of 
temporal administration. 

It is significant that St. John makes only one mention of 
one member of the third group (except Judas) xiv, 22. St. 
James the Less, whom some critics think of such importance 
as to have presided at the Council of Jerusalem, is not even 
mentioned by St. John! 

Much of the significance of these lists of Apostles is still 
hidden from us. But what clearly appears is the unique 
position of St. Peter. 


APPENDIX B. 
SATAN AND ST. PETER 


A study of the Gospel use of the word “‘ Satan ” is a minor 
confirmation of our main thesis. 

(1) In the account of the Temptation, where Matt. (iv, 1) 
and Luke (iv, 2) have “ devil,” Mark (i, 13) has ‘‘ Satan,” 
but Matt. ends with the wotds : tmaye, Dorava- 

(2) Matt. xii, 24; Mark iii, 22; Luke xi, 16 record that 
Our Saviour was accused of driving out the demon by 
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Beelzebub, the prince of demons. In denying this, Our 
Saviour, according to Matt., Mark, Luke, speaks of Satan 
divided against himself ; and of house falling on house. It is 
a study both on the unity of the Church and on the evil 
spirit whose chief aim is to destroy that unity. This unity 
is expressed in terms of a kingdom and of a house. 

(3) In the parable of the Sower and the Seed, where 
Matt. xiii, 19 has “the wicked one” and Luke viii, 12 has 
* the devil,” Mark iv, 15 has “‘ Satan.” 

(4) Of great significance is the use of the word “ Satan” 
_ in the circumstance of St. Peter’s confession of faith. St. 
Mark viii, 32: And Peter taking him began to rebuke 
(éritiypav) him. 33. But he, turning about and seeing 
his disciples, rebuked (éririunoe) Peter, saying: Go be- 
hind me, Satan. 

The account in Matt. xvi, 22, 23, has softened the Marcan 
account in two wavs. First 22, by adding the burden of St. 
Peter’s so-called “‘ rebuke”: “Far be it from thee. This 
shall never be unto thee!” St. Matthew thus contrives to 
make St. Peter’s rebuke a natural outcome of pity. Secondly, 
the word “rebuke” (éritipdv) is changed in the second 
into “But he turned and said ({rev): Go behind me, 
Satan ’’—a strange rebuke of him whom the gates of hell 
should not prevail against. : 

St. Luke’s account (ix) omits the whole circumstance of 
St. Peter’s rebuke of Jesus, and of Jesus’ rebuke of Peter. 
This omission is St. Luke’s very efficient way of preventing 
his readers from misunderstanding the relation of St. Peter 
to Satan. 

But St. Luke does not overlook Satan’s attack on Jesus 
through the Apostles of Jesus. Significantly enough, St. 
Luke (iv, 13) closed his account of the Temptation of Jesus 
with the mysterious phrase: “ the devil departed from Him 
for a time.” Lagrange translates ayp. xarpév as “ jusqu’au 
moment voulu.” 

St. Matthew’s account of the commission to St. Peter 
included the words: “The gates of hell shall not prevail 
against it, And I will give to thee the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven.” St. Luke records words of our Lord at the Last 
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Supper which add force to the privilege Jesus gave to St. 
Peter (xxii, 28): ‘‘ And you are they who have continued 
with me in my temptation (29). And I dispose to you, as my 
Father hath disposed to me a kingdom .... 31. Simon, 
Simon, behold Satan hath desired to have you, that he may 
sift you as wheat. 32. But I have prayed for thee, that thy 
faith fail not; and thou, being once converted, confirm the 
brethren.”” For the moment we merely wish to point out 
the points of agreement and disagreement with St. Matthew 
xvi, 18, 19. We find mention of the Father—of the king- 
dom of heaven—of the attack of Satan—of the victory. 

But it is significant that St. Luke, far from calling St. 
Peter “ Satan,” has given Our Blessed Lord’s words promis- 
ing that when Satan made his attack on the kingdom, it is 
St. Peter who would finally overcome Satan. 

Moreover, parallel to this study of Satan’s unsuccessful 
attack on the kingdom, foiled by the faith of St. Peter, there 
is a study of Satan’s successful attempt on Judas. St. Luke 
(xxii, 3) alone of the Synoptists gives the phrase ‘‘ And Satan 
entered into Judas.” All this shows us St. Luke eager to 
reverse the misunderstandings which a reader might incur 
by a superficial view of the word “ Satan ” applied to St. Peter. 

The explanatory work of St. Luke was completed by St. 
John with most minute care. Whereas St. Luke dealt with 
the Satan incident which followed St. Peter’s confession of 
faith, by leaving it out altogether, St. John couples the idea of 
Satan, not with Peter, but (as St. Luke at the Last Supper) 
with Judas. John vi, 69-72: “‘ And Simon Peter answered 
him. . . . ‘ We have believed and have known that thou art 
the Christ the Son of God.’ Jesus answered them: ‘ Have I 
not chosen you twelve ? And one of you is a devil.” Now he 
meant Judas Iscariot, the son of Simon.” 

Moreover, St. John, who seldom borrows any phrase from 
St. Luke, has reproduced almost in its verbal order St. Luke’s 
phrase: ‘And Satan entered into Judas.’ ‘ Then Satan en- 
tered into him.’! 

tThe original Greek brings out the resemblance : 


Luke, xxii, 3: “EicA\Oev 5¢ Daravias és Lovdar. 
John xiii, 27; "Hlc®dOev ets éxetvov 6 Daravas. 
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This cursory study of a minor point serves to show a 
characteristic of the Gospellers which is so constant as to 
deserve the name of a law. 

St. Mark’s humble record of the Saviour’s phrase to St. 
Peter: “Go behind me, Satan,” is submitted by the other 
Gospellers to a refining process which finally succeeds in 
linking Satan’s success with Judas, and Satan’s failure with 
St. Peter ! 


APPENDIX C. 
ST. PETER’S BOAST AND DENIAL 


As this is one of the few incidents recorded by all four 
Evangelists, study on it will confirm our main thesis. 


THE Boast 


Mark xiv, 29. Although all shall be scandalized in thee ; 
yet not I (Prophecy of Jesus). 31. But he spoke the 
mote vehemently! (ékrepicods), If I must die 
with thee, I will not deny thee. 

Marr. xxvi, 33. Although all shall be scandalized in thee, 
I shall never be scandalized (Prophecy of Jesus). 
35. If I must die with thee. I will not deny thee. 

LuKE xxii, 33. Lord, with thee I am willing to go both to 
prison and to death (Prophecy of Jesus). 

Joun xiii, 37. Lord, why cannot I follow thee even now ? 
I will lay down my life for thee (Prophecy of Jesus). 


THE PROPHECY OF JESUS 
Mark xiv, 30. And Jesus saith to him: Amen, I say to 
thee that THOU, TO-DAY, even this night before the 
cock crows twice shalt deny Me thrice (second 
boast). 


*An intensive form; nowhete else found in the New Testament. 
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Marr. xxvi, 34. Jesus said to him: Amen, I say to thee 
that in this night before the cock crow thou shalt 
deny me thrice. 


Luxe xxii, 34. And he said: I say to thee, Peter, the cock 
shall not crow this day till thou thrice deniest that 
thou knowest Me. 


Joun xiii, 38. Jesus answered him: Wilt thou lay down 
thy life for me ? Amen, I say to thee, the cock shall 
not crow till thou deny Me thrice. 


THE DENIAL 


Mark xiv, 66. One of the maid-servants.... 
CF ee ieks said: Thou also wast with Jesus of Nazareth. 
68. But he denied saying: I neither know nor under- 
stand what thou sayest. And he went forth before 
the court. 
AND THE COCK CREW. 


69. And again the maid-servant—seeing him—began 
to say to the standers-by, 

This is one of them. 

7o. But he denied again. 


And after a while they that stood by said again to 
Peter: Surely thou art one of them; for thou art 
also a Galilean. 

71. But he began to curse (dvafcuaritey) and 
to swear, saying, I know not this man of whom you 
speak. 


Marr. xxvi, 69. .... A maid-servant saying ; 
Thou wast with the Galilean. 
70. But he denied before them all, saying, I know not 
what thou sayest. 
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71. .... Another maid-servant....saith.... This 
man also was with Jesus of Nazareth. 

72. And again he denied with an oath: I know not 
the man. 


73. .... They that stood by came saying to Peter: 
Surely thou art also one of them. . 

74. Then he began to curse (aieineaseien) and 
to swear that he knew not the man. 


LuKE xxii, 56. And a certain maid-servant eeaing him 
sitting in the light . 
said: This man was “with him. 
57- But he denied him, saying, I know him not, 
Woman. 


58. And after a little while another (man) seeing 
him said: Thou also art one of them. But Peter said, 
Man, I am not. 


59. And after... . an hour another man affirmed, 
saying: Of a truth this man also was with him.... 
6o. And Peter said: I know not what thou sayest. 


Joun xviii, 17. The maid... . that was portress saith to 
Peter: Art thou not one of this man’s disciples ? 
He saith: I am not. 


25. They said: Art thou not also one of his dis- 
ciples ? He denied it, and said: I am not. 


26. One of the servants of the high-priest (a kinsman 
of him whose ear had been cut off) saith to him: Did 
I not see thee in the garden with him ?P 

27. Again therefore Peter denied. 


As usual, the four accounts are in series. St. Mark’s account 
of St. Peter’s guilt is the most unsparing. The other Evange- 
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lists soften this guilt; until in the account of St. John it is 
seen at its least. 


(a) Thus, in St. Mark the boast is at its worst. There is a 
pteliminary and preferential boast following on Our Blessed 
Lord’s prophecy that all should be scandalized. Then, after 
Our Blessed Lord’s prophecy of St. Peter’s denial there is a 
further boast. But St. Mark uses the intensive word 
(éxrrepicows) Most vehemently. 

St. Matthew leaves out this intensive word; but agrees 
with St. Mark in giving the two boasts. 

St. Luke tempers even the tempered account of St. Mat- 
thew. (1) He leaves out Our Blessed Lord’s first prophecy 
that all should be scandalized in him. Instead, he gives a 
prophecy that Satan would tempt them, but that St. Peter, 
for whom He (Jesus) prayed, would strengthen them. Only 
on hearing this did St. Peter boast that he would go to prison 
or even death for Jesus. We must compare this with St. 
Petet’s scandal (Matt. xvi, 22) after Our Blessed Lord’s 
Commission to him. 

(2) St. Luke also leaves out St. Peter’s second boast; or, 
to be accurate, he puts St. Peter’s one boast in place of his 
preferential boast. Then follows the prophecy of St. Peter’s 
denial; after which St. Peter is silent. St. Luke is careful 
to show that St. Peter did not boast after this special forecast 
of his denial. St. John seems even further to temper the 
tempered accounts of St. Matthew and St. Luke. (1) Like 
St. Luke, he leaves out Our Blessed Lord’s prophecy that 
all shall “‘ be scandalized.” Like St. Luke, he gives words of 
Our Blessed Lord which confer a dignity on St. Peter. 
But St. John makes these words even more distinctive and 
personal than does St. Luke. “‘ Thou shalt follow hereafter.” — 
No wonder St. Peter boasted that he would lay down his life. 

(2) St. John, like St. Luke, leaves out St. Peter’s boast 
after Our Blessed Lord’s special forecast of St. Peter’s denial. 

St. Mark’s account of the special personal prophecy is 
unique in mentioning two cock-crows, whereas Matthew, 
Luke and John (who so seldom agree as against St. Mark) 
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mention only one cock-crow. But it is clear that the guilt of 
Peter is all the greater when the warning is all the clearer. 
To give St. Peter the clear warning of a cock-crow was to 
make his further denials the more deliberate. 

But it is, perhaps, especially in the accounts of the denial 
that we may best see the softening action of the Evangelists. 

St. Matthew’s account is almost identical with that of St. 
Mark ; except that St. Matthew leaves out the warning cock- 
ctow. 

St. Luke’s softening action is more thorough. St. Matthew 
and St. Mark had pointed out that the servants of the high- 
priest had spat on Jesus, buffeted and struck Him before St. 
- Peter’s first denial. This ignominy to the Master was enough 
to rouse the loyalty of the disciple, whose subsequent fall 
was all the more shameful. St. Luke puts off this spitting- 
upon, and buffeting and striking till after the third denial | 

Moreover, St. Matthew and St. Mark have the series: 
“I know not what thou sayest—I am not one of his (with 
cutsing and swearing)—I know not the man.” Here the 
denial increases in vehemence. 

St. Luke reverses this: “I know him not—I am not 
(one of his)—I know not what thou sayest.”” Here the series 
decreases in vehemence. No wonder that St. Luke is alone in 
recording that it needed one look from the eyes of the Master 
to break down the cowardice and denial of the disciple. 

St. John is more thorough-going than even St. Luke. 
He introduces “‘ another disciple,” i.e. himself, whose silence 
in witnessing the humiliations and cruelties inflicted on Jesus 
was all the more inexcusable because “ he was known to the 
high-priest ” (15). 

Moreover, the denials given by John are not direct denials 
of Petet’s knowledge of Jesus. ‘“‘ Art thou not one of this 
man’s disciples ? Iam not.” Again. “ Art thou not one of 
His disciples ? Iam not.” “ Did I not see thee in the garden ? 
Peter denied.” St. John contrives to put a series of questions 
to which his silence was only a less shameful answer than that 
of Peter. 

Moteover, the last question put to St. Peter—who had cut 
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off the ear of Malchus—and put by a kinsman of Malchus— 
was met by an almost excusable lie. 
St. John has almost succeeded in excusing his leader ! 


APPENDIX D. 


THE AGONY IN THE GARDEN 


A comparative study of the Synoptists’ account of the 
Agony in the Garden shows the efforts of St. Matthew and 


St. Luke to lessen the fault of St. Peter. 


Marx xiv, 21 

And they come to 
a place called Geth- 
semani and he saith 
to the disciples: Sit 
ye here whilst I pray. 


33. And he taketh 
with him Peter and 
James and John and he 
began to fear and to 
be sad. 


34. And he saith to 
them : My soul is sor- 
rowful even unto 
death. 

Stay ye here and 
watch. 


35. And having 
gone forward a little, 
he fell on the ground 
and prayed that if it 
were possible the 
hour might pass from 
him. 

And he said : Abba 
Father, all things are 
possible to thee. Re- 


MATTHEW xxvi, 36 
Then cometh Jesus 
with them to a place 
called Gethsemani. 
And he says to the 
disciples : Sit ye here, 


while I go yonder and 
pray. 
37. And taking 


with him Peter and 
the two sons of Zebedee 
he began to gtow 
sorrowful and be sad. 


38. Then he saith 
to them: My soul is 
sorrowful even unto 
death. 

Stay ye here and 
watch with me. 


39. And having 
gone forward a little 
he fell flat on his face 
ptaying and saying: 
My Father, if it is pos- 
sible let this chalice 
pass from me. 


LukKE xxii, 39 
He went according 
to his custom to the 
Mount of Olives. 
And the disciples also 
followed him. 


40. And when he 
was at the place he 


said to them: Pray, 
lest ye enter into 
temptation. 


41. And he was with- 
drawn from them 
about a stone’s cast 
and having knelt 
down he prayed, say- 
ing: Father, if thou 
wilt, 
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move this chalice 
from me. But not 
what I will but what 
thou. 


37. And he cometh 
and findeth them sleep- 
ing. 
And he saith to 
Peter: Simon, sleep- 
est thou? Couldst 
thou not watch one 


hour P 
Watch and pray 
lest ye enter into 


temptation ; the spirit 
indeed is willing, but 


Nevertheless not as 
I will but as thou. 


40. And he cometh 
to the disciples and 
findeth them sleeping 
and saith to Peter: 
What, could ye not 
watch one hour with 
me? 


41. Watch and 
ptay lest ye enter 
into temptation. The 
spirit indeed is willing 
but the flesh is weak. 
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Remove this chalice 
from me. 

Nevertheless not 
my will but thine be 
done: . 


And having tisen 
up from his prayer 
and having come to 
the disciples he found 
them sleeping for sor- 
tow. And he said 
to them: Why sleep 


the flesh is weak. 


Mark xiv 

39. And again he went away 
and ptayed saying the self-same 
word. 

And again he came and found 
them sleeping, for their eyes were 
heavy and they knew not what to 
answer him. 


40. And he cometh the third 
time and saith to them: Sleep ye 
now and take your rest, etc. 


ye? Arise and pray 
lest ye enter into 
temptation. 


MATTHEW XXVI 
42. Again the second time he 
went and prayed, saying: My 
Father, if this chalice may not 
pass away, but I must drink it, 
thy will be done. 


43. And he cometh again and 
findeth them sleeping for their 
eyes wete heavy. 


44. And leaving them he went 
again; and he prayed the third 
time, saying the self-same word. 


45. Then he cometh to his 
disciples and saith to them: 
Sleep ye now and take your test, 


(1) St. Mark has most to the discredit of St. Peter; St. 
Matthew has less ; St. Luke has nothing ! 

(z) St. Mark and St. Matthew say (what St. Luke omits) 
that from the group of the disciples (i.e. the Eleven) Jesus 
“took with him” Peter and James and John. 

(3) According to St. Mark, it would seem that it was this 
group and not the Eleven in general whom Jesus rebuked. 
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According to St. Matthew and St. Luke it was not this group, 
but the disciples (i.e. the Eleven) whom Jesus rebuked. In- 
deed, St. Matthew (38-40) addresses to the Eleven the phrase 
which seemed to heighten the unfaithfulness of the three: 
Watch with Me. But everything serving to increase the 
unfaithfulness of the Eleven lessens the unfaithfulness of the 
Three, and especially of St. Peter. 

(4) St. Mark and St. Matthew say (what St. Luke omits) 
that even after Our Blessed Lord’s (1) rebuke and (2) com- 
mand to pray against temptation, they slept. Thus again St. 
Mark and St. Matthew increase the unfaithfulness (Mark of 
the Three—Matthew of the Eleven). 

(5) St. Mark alone singles out St. Peter for a personal 
rebuke: He saith to Peter: Simon, sleepest thou ? Could’st 
thou not watch one hour ? 

St. Matthew .... He saith to Peter: What, could ye not 
watch one hour with me ? 

The personal address “ Simon ! ” is left out by St. Matthew. 

The desire of the gospellers to shield St. Peter increases 
in their order of writing. St. Matthew shields him more than _ 
does St. Mark; St. Luke more than St. Matthew. St. John 
omits the incident altogether. 


x 


APPENDIX E 
THE PROBLEM OF THE RESURRECTION 
The desire of St. Matthew, St. Luke and St. John to bring 


out the primacy of St. Peter throws most important light on 
the problem of the Resurrection. 
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(1) A careful study of this outline of the four-fold Gospel 
of the Resurrection would tend to show that the variations 
introduced by the later gospellers were introduced in the 
interest of St. Peter | 

(2) St. Mark’s account, or in reality St. Peter’s account, 
succeeds in almost discounting the part played by St. Peter. 
Strangely enough, it is to St. Paul that we owe the first 
mention of the unique privilege granted to St. Peter by the 
risen Christ. “‘ For I delivered unto you first of all which I 
also received, how that Christ died for our sins according to 
the Scripture. And that He was buried and that He rose again 
the third day according to the Scripture. AND THAT HE was 
SEEN BY CEPHAS ; AND AFTER THAT BY THE ELEVEN ” (I Cor. 
XV, 3-5): 

Had S only St. Mark’s account, we should never know of 
this special appearance to St. Peter. Neither should we know 
that St. Peter (and other of the disciples) believed before the 
last scene described by St. Mark. 

Indeed, it would seem that the women, and especially St. 
Mary Magdalene, were the first to believe and to see the risen 
Christ. The unbelief of the Eleven, and therefore especially 
of St. Peter, is emphasised by contrast. 

This women-sent message to Peter, reminding him that he 
was to go to Galilee in order to see Jesus tisen, might be 
taken to be a reprimand of St. Peter. At its least it was a 
reminder of the most shameful incident of St. Peter’s life— 
his boast and denial. St. Mark’s account runs: “ Jesus saith 
to them: You will all be scandalized in my regard this 
night.... But after I shall be risen again I will go before you 
into Galilee. But Peter saith to Him: Although all shall be 
scandalized in thee, yet not I’ (Mark xiv, 27-29). No wonder 
that this humiliating reminder so carefully recorded by St. 
Peter is so carefully suppressed by St. Peter’s fellow-Apostle, 
St. Matthew. 

(3) St. Matthew’s Gospel begins the work of lessening this 
emphasis on the unbelief of St. Peter. 

St. Matthew leaves out the name of Peter; as if it was 
hardly fitting that the one whose faith in the Son of God was 
the Rock should be strengthened by the word of women. 
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It is even significant that St. Matthew has only one trefer- 
ence to doubt.t He even suggests that the Eleven, far from 
disbelieving the women, believed them so fully as to go from 
Jerusalem to Galilee, where, as the women reported, Jesus 
would show Himself to His disciples. 

(4) (a) St. Luke’s efforts to explain St. Peter’s self- 
depreciation are characteristically thorough. St. Mark had 
written that one (youth); St. Matthew, that one (angel) 
had appeared and spoken to the women. St. John tells us 
that in the guise of a man (gardener) Jesus Himself spoke to 
Mary Magdalene. St. Luke is careful not to let his readers 
think that by the narratives of St. Matthew and St. Mark 
Jesus Christ Himself might be supposed to have spoken to the 
women. He tells us decisively that there was not just one 
angel but two. 

(b) Moreover, he entirely leaves out the angel’s message 
to be taken by the women to the “ disciples,” especially to 
St. Peter. He dexterously keeps the word Galilee; but en- 
tirely leaves out the idea that the disciples, especially St. Peter. 
should be told by women where they should see their Master. 

(c) Indeed, he very emphatically states what view these 
same disciples took of the women’s message, such as it was. 
They thought the women’s words “idle tales” ()fpos) 
—a unique word, found nowhere else in the New Testament. 

(d) Only one hearer of these women’s tales thought well 
to verify the tales. This was St. Peter ! 

(e) Moreover, whilst St. Luke agrees with St. Mark in 
saying that the women went into the tomb, he adds that St. 
Peter saw the “ clothes laid by themselves.” This fact would 
tend to prove that the body had not been stolen away. Such 
a theft would have to be carried out with such speed that there 
would be no time for unswathing the body. Moreover, the 
swathed body would be much more easily disposed of than 
one unswathed. Thus St. Luke makes it clear that St. Peter 


1The Greek word édlcracay is used only twice ; hete, and Matthew 
xiv, 31, when Our Blessed Lord says to St. Peter: O thou of little faith | 
Why didst thou doubt? édicracas where the word means a want of 
trust rather than of faith, 
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was the first to have something like external evidence that 
the body of Jesus had not been taken away by others, but 
had risen of itself by His own power. 

(f) St. Luke is at pains to show that the risen Saviour 
certified His Resurrection by appearing, not to one disciple, 
but to two; thus satisfying the demands of legal evidence. 

Nevertheless, the general belief of the disciples was not due 
to this well-evidenced witness. When the two returned they 
found that what the witness of the women could not do had 
been done by St. Peter alone! ‘‘ The Lord is risen indeed 
(8vrws) and has appeared to Simon.” 

St. Luke is here, as elsewhere, the loyal follower of St. Paul, 
who, as we have seen, makes the Risen Christ appear first 
to St. Peter and afterwards to the Eleven. 

(5) St. John’s presentation of the facts are made with the 
bold security of an eye-witness. He is everywhere concerned 
to bring out the prerogatives of St. Peter. 

(2) Though in other parts of his Gospel he often restores 
a Marcan version which has been omitted by the caution of 
St. Luke, yet here he follows St. Luke in giving the place of 
privilege to St. Peter rather than to St. Mary Magdalene. 

(6) More decisively than even St. Luke, who omitted the 
angel’s message, St. John omits the angel-vision of the 
women. In his narrative St. Mary Magdalene, on seeing the 
empty tomb, had no thought of a risen body, but only of a 
stolen body. Even after St. Peter and St. John have seen the 
body-cloths and head-cloth, and seeing have believed that 
Jesus has risen, St. Mary Magdalene still thinks that the body 
of Jesus has merely been stolen from the tomb to be laid 
elsewhere | 

(c) The disbelief of the disciples which is so dominant and 
explicit in St. Mark’s Gospel, and is so explicit though not 
dominant in St. Luke’s, is almost absent from St. John’s ; 
where it is expressly attributed only to St. Thomas. 

(d) Moreover, the faith of the two Apostles, St. Peter and 
St. John, is seen to to be more prompt than even that of 
St. Mary Magdalene ; since she believed in His resurrection 
only after seeing His risen body, but they believed before 
seeing His risen body! It is significant that we owe to St. 
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John the words of the Risen Christ, not only justifying, but 
commending this perfect faith ! ‘‘ Because thou hast seen me, 
Thomas, thou hast believed. Blessed are they that have not 
seen and have believed ” (xx, 29). 

No wonder that in those early days of the Church an 
Apostle was chosen, according to St. Petet’s phrase, because 
he was “a witness with us of the resurrection ” (Acts i, 22). 


APPENDIX F. 


THE PROLOGUE AND EPILOGUE OF 
ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL 


If this natural and psychological view of the last chapter 
be accepted, light is thrown by the epilogue on the mystery 
of St. John’s prologue. Elsewhere! we have broached the 
thesis suggested by St. Theodotus of Ancyra and confirmed 
by St. Thomas Aquinas (Summa Theol. 14, Ou. 34, Art. 2, ad 
2m), that (1) the Gospel of St. John is a Hebrew Gospel whose 
thesis is that Jesus is the Son of God and is the Messiah ; 
(2) but that in a preface for Greeks whose polytheism sug- 
gested only carnal generation and sonship, St. John explains 
how this Son is not born of the flesh but of the mind, and 
has an intellectual generation as the Adyos of an intelligence. 

It would seem natural that when sending to the intellectual 
Greeks of Corinth his Hebrew Gospel, he would add not 
only the epilogue demanded by their practical difficulties, 
but also the prologue demanded by their intellectual 
difficulties. 

If it is admitted that the Gospel has not only an added 
epilogue, but an added prologue, it is not easy to resist the 
attempt to find the point of junction where the new was 
fastened to the old. - Perhaps our readers may agree with us 


tOur Reasonable Service, p. 15. 
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in looking at verse 19 as the point of junction. Certainly 
there would be no difficulty in thinking that if the original 
edition ended abruptly (xx) with the confession of faith of 
St. Thomas, it might equally begin with the confession of 
faith of St. John the Baptist. In this, as in so much else, St. 
John would be found following St. Mark; as the following 


scheme may show. 


Mark, 


1. 4. John was in the desert 
baptizing. 


5. And there went out to him 
all the country of Judea and all 
they of Jerusalem. 


7. And he pteached, saying: 
There cometh after me one 
mightier than I. 


Selsiy, eh Uae TN (erovegdon “Sele her 
peated to the eleven as they were 
at table. 

And He upbraided them with 
their incredulity and hardness 
of heatt because they did not be- 
lieve them who had seen Him after 
He was tisen again. 


Joun. 
I. 19. This is the testimony 
(7 waprupia) of John. 
When the Jews (dmécre:dav) 
sent from Jerusalem priests and 
Levites to him to ask him, Who 
att thou. 


20. And he confessed .... Iam 
not the Christ. 


xx. 27. Then He saith to Tho- 
mas: Put in thy finger hither and 
see My hands, And bring hither 
thy hand and put it into My side 
And be not faithless but believing. 


28. Thomas answered and said, 
My Lord and My God. 


29. Jesus saith to him: Be- 
cause thou hast seen Me, Thomas, 
thou hast believed, Blessed are 
they that have not seen and have 
believed. 


There is a strange similarity between John, i, 19 
Kat aUTH EoTlv H papTpia TOV lwavvov, dre aréorerAay 6é Lovdatoe 


po 


5 “T Ad 3 ~ \ aX oe a 4 > 4 ‘\ 

€§ ‘IeporoAtvpov iepéis kat Aeviras tva epwrijicwocw avrov: Dv 
am: ee € , Nowy x t 

tis 3 (20) Kae dpodrAsynoev, kal duk Kpvicaro Kal dpoddynoev 


¢ fa 2 TEREIN / 
OTL OVK Eup EYO 0 XpLOTOS. 


xxl, 24. Oftros eorry 6 pabytis 6 waptipay wépi To’TwY Kat 
yodwas tavtTa Kal dvdapev dte dANOis Eotiv 2) papTupia avTOd: 

In this view the Fourth Gospel is divided into two parts : 
(1) the witness (yaprupia) of John, son of Zachary ; 
(2) the witness (uaprupia) of John, son of Zebedee. 
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APPENDIX G 


ANGLICAN WITNESS TO ST. PETER’S 
PREROGATIVE 
IN The Dublin Review of July, 1893, Abbot Butler, 


O.S.B., writes: ‘The first impression made upon our 
minds by the foregoing extract! is that the arguments 
advanced in it are one and all quite familiar to us; they 
have been in common use for three centuries. Whence 
we gather that Bishop Lightfoot had really nothing to add 
to the case his predecessors had made out. This is, beyond 
doubt, a fact of no small importance. 

But on second thoughts we realise that these arguments 
ate here made to do a different duty from that assigned to 
them in their traditional use among Protestant controver- 
sialists. These latter denied that the Petrine texts had con- 
ferred any primacy on St. Peter; and in these circumstances 
the argument of equality drawn from the passages in St. 
Paul’s Epistles have had some weight. But unbelieving 
critics in Germany — men with no higher interests at stake than 
those of pure scholarship and accurate exegesis—have forced scholars 
of Bishop Lightfoot’s quality off the old Protestant ground. Now, 
therefore, that it is recognised our Lord did give St. Peter a primacy, 
these same arguments are put in evidence of the temporary 
character of that primacy. There has been a complete 
shifting of the ground ’ (pp. 511-512). 

This brief comment of Abbot Butler will help the reader 
to see the following extracts in their true light :— 


I 

BisHop LicutFoot oF DurHAM made a name for pro- 
found scholarship by his edition of The Apostolic Fathers, 
especially St. Clement (1889-1890). He also published 
Essays on the work entitled Supernatural Religion (1889) 
and Dissertations on the Apostolic Age (1892). 

He writes: ‘ Even a cursory glance at the history of the 
Apostles, so far as it appears in the Gospel records, reveals 


tQuoted by M. J. Chevalier in his admirable lecture at Oxford in 
1926, “‘ Newman and the notion of Development.” 
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a certain primacy of St. Peter among the twelve. He holds 
the first place in all lists ; he has a precedence of responsibility 
and temptation; he sets the example of moral courage and 
of moral lapse. Above all, he receives special pastoral 
charges ’ (Clem. Rom. ti, 481). 

In discussing the text of Matthew xvi, 18, ‘ Thou art 
Peter (Rock), and upon this Rock I will build my Church,’ 
he writes: ‘Our only guide is the logical connection of 
the passage. But there can be little doubt that the sense 
points not to Christ the speaker, but to Peter the person 
addressed, as the Rock ’ (Clem. Rom. ii, 485-486). 

Again: ‘ Peter asserts his primacy in the foundation of the 
Christian Church .. . he takes the initiative at all the great 
crises of its development ... The great conquest of all still 
awaited him. The Church must become a world-wide 
Church. ... By virtue of his primacy Peter is chosen as the 
recipient of this revelation of revelations. . . . Cornelius the 
heathen is baptised ; and at one stroke all the privileges of 
the Church are laid before the whole Christian world’ 
(Clem. Rom. ii, 489-490). 

Needless to add that, according to Bishop Lightfoot, this 
divinely-given primacy ceased with the admission of the 
Gentiles into the Church. 


U 


Fenton Jonn Antony Hort, D.D. We will requote 
the words Dr. Hort writes on the alleged primacy of St. 
James at the Council of Jerusalem. ‘There is nothing in 
St. Luke’s words which bears out what is often said that 
St. James presided over the conferences at Jerusalem. If he 
had, it would be strange that his name should never be 
mentioned separately at the beginning. In the decisive 
speeches at the end, the lead is taken by St. Peter, the fore- 
most of the twelve. Then, again, the words which begin 
his conclusion, Wherefore my judgment is, cannot reasonably 
be understood as an authoritative pronouncement by him- 
seif independently’ (The Christian Ecclesia, 1897, pp. 79-80). 
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BisHop Westcott, the fellow-worker and successor at 
Durham of Bishop Lightfoot, writes in his Gospel According 
to St. John, 1908: ‘ The notion that the author of the fourth 
Gospel wishes to present St. John as the victorious rival of 
St. Peter is based mainly on the incident at the Last Supper, 
when St. Peter beckoned on St. John to ask the question 
which he did not put himself (xiii, 24)... . An examination 
of the narrative as a whole shows that it lends no support 
whatever to the theory of any thought of rivalry or com- 
parison between St. Peter and St. John existing in the writer’s 
mind. St. John stands just as he stands in the Acts, silent, 
by the side of the Apostle to whom the office of founding the 
Church was assigned (cf. xxi, 21; Acts iii, 1).... Here, then, 
St. Peter takes the precedence ; and elsewhere he occupies exactly the 
same place with regard to the Christian Society in the fourth Gospel 
as in the other three. He receives the promise of his signifi- 
cant surname (i, 42); he gives utterance to the critical confes- 
sion of Christ’s majesty (vi, 68) ; he is placed first (as it seems) 
at the foot-washing during the Last Supper (xiii, 6); he is 
conspicuous at the betrayal in defence of his Lord (xviii, 10) ; 
he stands patiently without the high priest’s door till he is 
able to obtain admission (xviii, 16); the message of the 
Resurrection is brought to him, and to the other disciples 
only as second to him (xx, 2); he first sees the certain signs 
that Christ had risen (xx, 7); he directs the action of the 
group of apostles during their time of suspense (xxi, 3) ; 
he is the first to join the Lord upon the seashore, and the 
chief in carrying out His command (xxi, 7, 11); he receives 
at last the Great Commission (xxi, 15/f). 

‘ The representative official precedence of St. Peter thus really 
underlies the whole narrative of the fourth Gospel’ (p. xxiii). 

The last scholarly conclusion of Bishop Westcott is of 
overwhelming importance. Not only did it unsay the 
polemics of three centuries ; but it prepared the way for the 
sound scholars of England to see the de jure divino prerogatives 
of St. Peter in a scholarly non-polemical light.’ 
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IV 


BisHop HEADLAM OF GLOUCESTER writes in his recent 
work, Jesus Christ in History and Faith: ‘If you will go into 
all the different expressions used in the famous passage 
addressed to St. Peter : The Gates of Hell ; binding and loosing— 
the very phrase Simon Bar Jonah, they are all Jewish Aramaic 
expressions clearly belonging to a period before any Greek 
influence had come in. 

‘ And the promise to Peter, which makes him what he is, des- 
cribed early in the New Testament as “ the First,’ harmonises 
exactly with the actual facts. Peter was the Leader of the Apostles 
in our Lord’s lifetime, and was the leader of the primitive Christian 
community. Is it not natural that he should owe his position to 
the appointment of his Master? Because this passage has had 
read into it things which are not contained in it, and has 
been used to support a form of Christian teaching which 
many of us do not believe, there is no reason to suppose that 
it is not genuine ’ (p. 221-222). 

This principle, enunciated so clearly by Bishop Headlam, 
should prove a peace-maker. If it is natural to think that 
the position actually claimed and obtained by St. Peter was 
due to his appointment by Jesus, is it not natural to suppose 
that the position actually claimed and obtained by the suc- 
cessors of St. Peter was due to their being the successors of 
St. Peter P It is surely not natural to suppose that the early 
Christians, who, at the cost of martyrdom, obeyed Jesus 
rather than the Empire, were so self-contradictory that they 
obeyed the Empire rather than Jesus in the supreme dis- 
ciplinary matter of the visible Head of the Church. 


Vv 


We have already called attention to Professor C. H. 
Turner’s remarkable articles on St. Peter in the New Testa- 
ment, which appeared in Theology, 1926 (August and October). 
A the writer of these articles is Ireland Professor of Exegesis 
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at Oxford, and has a world-wide reputation for his scholarly 
books and editorship of the Journal of Theological Studies, the 
pene discussion may now be taken to have entered a new 
phase. 

The extracts we shall give will be but a handful from the 
generous scholarship of his two articles :— 

* Let me say, to start with, that I think we of the Church of 
England and Protestant scholars in general since the Refor- 
mation have failed to give its due weight to the testimony 
supplied by the New Testament, and in particular by the 
Gospels, to the unique position there ascribed to St. Peter. 

_ * Protestants have been under an overwhelming temptation 
to minimise anything in the New Testament which might 
seem to give even the beginnings of the Roman theory of 
the Papacy ; Anglicans have been so anxious to bring into 
strong relief the unique position of the Apostles that they 
have tended to overlook any parallel indications of a unique 
position amongst the Apostles of St. Peter..... 

ee What impresses me more than anything else is the 
convergence of the testimony of these four documents (the 
four Gospels) in the prerogative position allotted to St. 
Peter. The writers are not simply repeating one another 
(p. 66); the more important sayings are different, the indi- 
cations to all appearance independent ; but they cohere to a 
remarkable degree, and they must, I think, be taken to repre- 
sent the common attitude of all parts and sections of the 
Christian society in its earliest stages (p. 67). 

ee It is significant that St. Mark’s Gospel is the only 
original source of all that the Gospels tell us in disparagement 
of St. Peter. Like the others, it marks out Peter as the leader 
and spokesman of the disciples ; ; but it at the same time 
recotds the presumption which after the Great Confession 
led him to rebuke his Master.... None of the other Gospels 
add anything to our knowledge of St. Peter, save in the direc- 
tion of further confirmation of his pre-eminence as leader 
among the disciples of Christ (p. 68). 

mot Matthew +... .. In the circles from which the matter 
peculiar to the First Gospel was drawn, the prerogative posi- 


L 
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tion of St. Peter was amply recognized. But there remains, 
of course, still to consider the most striking testimony of all 
(Matthew xvi, 17-19).... And I Myself say to thee that thou 
art ROCK, and on this ROCK I will build my Church, and 
the gates of Hades shall not prevail against it.... 

‘No words could well be more startling than these. In 
the Palestinian surroundings, where the First Gospel was put 
into shape, no sort of doubt can have existed as to the unique 
position conferred by Christ on His chief Apostle; and if 
for Palestinian we substitute ‘“‘ Syrian” or “ Antiochene,” 
we must ascribe the belief to Gentile as well as to Jewish 
Christians. Even if the belief were not based on fact, it 
was quite definitely held within the first fifty years of the life 
of the Christian Society ’ (p. 70). 

‘St. Luke: Like Matthew, though with more independ- 
ence of treatment, Luke takes over from Mark the greater 
number of his references to St. Peter ; but, like Matthew, he 
adds a sufficient number on his own account to show that 
Peter’s name was as prominent in the recollections or tradi- 
tions on which he drew as it was in other Christian circles ; 
and, again like Matthew, he makes one special addition which 
puts into sharp relief the prerogative position of St. Peter 
among the Apostles. 

“Luke was a disciple of St. Paul, and the idea of paral- 
lelism between Paul and Peter is fundamental in the Acts ; 
but neither in the Gospel nor in the Acts is there any sign of 
an attempt to belittle St. Peter in the process (p. 72).... Much 
more important is the passage (Luke xxii, 24-32), which in 
the setting given to it in the Last Supper is unique..... 
Whether the “ brethren ” are Christians generally or, as the 
context suggests, the Apostles in particular, St. Luke’s 
Gospel comes in line with St. Matthew and St. John in thus 
assigning to our Lord a solemn (p. 73) commission of leader- 
ship—we might almost say of authority—to His chief 
Apostle’ (p. 74). 

‘Acts: St. Luke leaves us in no doubt as to the signifi- 
cance which he attributes to the case of Cornelius. Like 
the conversion of St. Paul, but unlike any other story in the 
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Acts, it is told in effect three times ; and it is finally sum- 
marised in the words “‘ then to the Gentiles, too, has God 
granted repentance unto life” ’ (xi, 18 ; cf. xiv, 27). 

‘Here is the essential moment in the winning of Gentile 
liberty from the Jewish Law; here and not in the Council 
of Jerusalem are we to see the central point of the Book of 
the Acts. Peter has here secured the freedom of the Gospel 
which Paul is to preach ’ (p. 78). 

“St. John: The fourth Gospel, though it is the only 
Gospel which gives us no list of the twelve, is yet fuller 
than any other, even than St. Mark’s, of personal touches 
about the disciples . .. . What he has to tell us of Peter ac- 
quired, therefore, a special interest. And the sum of it is 
that Simon Peter, for that is the name habitually used in the 
fourth Gospel, has just the same place of prominence as in 
the other records ; and that, just as with them, one new saying 
of most significant import is added to the Marcan stock..... 
(Pp. 74): 

*‘ As the story draws to its close, St. Peter comes more and 
more to the front; and at the close itself the same note is 
intensified. Before Jesus leaves His disciples He abolishes 
by a thrice-repeated appeal to Peter’s affection the triple 
denial, and charges the Apostle solemnly to feed His lambs 
and to ru/e and feed His little sheep ’ (xxi, 15-17).? 

‘Thus Matthew, Luke and John are at one in recording 
some definite saying of our Lord which raises St. Peter to a 
unique position among and above the other Apostles... . 
The constant tradition of the Primitive Church, so far as we 
have it positively expressed, asserted the unique prerogative 
of St. Peter’ (p. 75). 

‘St. Paul: It is clear, then, I think, that the evidence of 
-St. Paul is entirely in accord with the evidence of the Gospels 
as to the prerogative position assigned to St. Peter in rela- 
tion to the rest of the Apostles’ (p. 194).? 


tProfessor Turner has amended even the Revised Version by sub- 
stituting the accurate word rule for the inaccurate word tend. 

2We have quoted so largely from this scholarly study of Professor 
Turner that we feel we must remind our readers that Professor Turner 
disagrees with us on some points. Thus: “But soon after this time, 
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The above-mentioned chain of witness to the divinely- 
given Primacy of St. Peter makes a perplexing commentary 
on the following emphatic words uttered by Bishop Gore 
during a sermon on ‘ Rome’s claim to supremacy.’ This 
sermon formed one of a course of sermons on ‘ Catholicism 
and Roman Catholicism,’ which, we believe, has since been 
published as a book. Bishop Gore says: ‘If you read the 
New Testament as a whole, you see that the idea of any 
official authority being given to St. Peter over and above what 
was given to the rest of the Apostles has no support at all.’ 
Then he adds a statement which, we feel sure, he now regrets : 
“ Unscrupulousness of statement is an almost constant accom- 
paniment of autocratic authority. The Roman Church 
seems to have shown itself in its assertion of its claims 
extraordinarily unscrupulous ’ (Church Times, Dec. 15th, 1922; 
p- 651) 

We leave our readers to choose in all charity and scholar- 
ship between Bishop Gore and his fellows. 


APPENDIX H 
TRANSLATION OF PREFACE 


Tue Rev. Fr. McNabb has done me the honour of asking me for 
some lines of introduction. Who am [ to present his work to 
his fellow-countrymen? Nevertheless, my unfailing ad- 
miration for this great people, and my trust in English 
uprightness of charaf&ter make me hope to meet here and 
there some sympathy at their hands. And at least my friend- 
ship for the writer will be my excuse. 
To me his initiative seems most opportune. Even in 
| Germany and amongst the most independent critics, the 
| question of St. Peter’s Primacy is.again, by common consent, 
to the fore. As long as the system of the eschatologists held 
sway the Primacy of Peter was denied purely and simply or 
under the pontificate of Pope Damasus (A.D. 366-384), 2 long step 
forward was taken in formulating the claim of the Roman Church to 


be the inheritor of all, and mote than all, that the New Testament tells 
us of the prerogative of St. Peter” (p. 204). 


| 
| 
| 
: 
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granted no importance whatever. If Jesus was only a fanatic, 
foretelling an imminent Kingdom of God by the consumm- 
ation of the actual world, He had clearly no intention of 
founding a Church which would lead unto higher destinies 
a world at once wicked yet patient of good. But this es- 
chatological cyclone with its accompaniment of thunder and 
lightning borrowed from the apocalypses, seems to be giving 
place to a more detailed study of the tradition of the primitive 
Church. M. M. Kattenbusch, K. L. Schmidt, and even 
M. Bultmann have shown themselves less sceptical; so that 
M. Gerold Goetz has thought the moment come when 
St. Peter’s titles as founder and supreme head of the Church 
could once more be examined. ! 

But it is especially in England that this point, inherited 
by Catholics from the beginning, becomes an actual and 
practical problem. The noble Episcopalian Church in 
England and in the United States is stirred by a praiseworthy 
desire of unity. It has official conversations with Protestants, 
even the most liberal, at Stockholm and Lausanne; more 
discreet ones with Catholics at Malines. According to its 
unfailing instinct, it is willing to reach an understanding only 
with absolute loyalty ; and, whilst it does not refuse to shew 
to the less orthodox a brotherly spirit of charity, it refuses 
to make an agreement resting on an equivocation. To be 
Christians it is not enough to profess Christ; men must 
believe in what He has taught and use the sources of grace, 
that is, the sacraments, which He has instituted. And since 
union recalls the past when it was recognised and living and 
constituted that ancient Catholic Church, of which the Anglican 
Church, formerly grouped under the direction of the successor 
of St. Peter, now claims to be a part, men are wishing to find 
in the Holy See true brothers, who will be less compromising 
than the children of Luther and Calvin, who are to-day so far 
left behind. If only the See of Rome would deign to make 
advances, renounce some of its claims, what encouragement 
for Anglicanism, unhappy in spite of itself, at finding itself 
outside even the Orthodox Eastern Church after having once 


tPetrus als Griinder und Obrehaupt der Kuche Leipzig, 1927. 
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\belonged to the patrimony of the Pope. But the Church of 
Rome is conscious only of maintaining its rights, necessary 
for the fulfilment of its duty. It waits. 

But its children need not wait if they can possibly lead 
souls back. Little by little the ground is being made ready. 
The petsonal Primacy of Peter has not been the only point 
of discussion raised by the Reformation, and denied by it. 
It would not admit that this privileged position, whatever it 
was, had passed on to others, because it did not recognise 
any true successors of Peter, and for greater safety it denied 
that St. Peter came to Rome and there died. But the progress 
of historical criticism forces independent thinkers to admit 
that Peter came to Rome and had there his tomb. May one 
even dare to say that the Primacy has been taken to belong 
to the Bishop of Rome solely because it was the capital of the 
Cesats? ‘That presence and tomb were surely of some in- 
fluence in the new Christian cult of Rome. And now M. von 
Harnack proposes to attribute the privilege of the See of 
Peter to the sole influence of the tomb.! An influence 
which would border on the superstitious! Moreover the 
only appeal made by the Bishops of Rome, proud possessors 
of the trophies of Peter and Paul, was to the privilege granted 
to Peter for as long as the Church should last—and it still 
lasts. Having inherited the Supremacy of Peter, they were its 
natural trustees and guardians. 

In this way and in spite of all we must come back to the 
texts of the New Testament, to the words addressed by Jesus 
to Peter. They alone are the bases of faith and give authori- 
tativeness. 

Therefore the work of Fr. McNabb comes at the right 
moment. 

His method is no less fitly adapted to the needs of our time. 

Knowing the indulgence of my old friend, I confess to 
him that I do not quite clearly understand the opposition 
he finds between the quantitative and the qualitative method 
—between that which proceeds by addition, as arithmetic, 
and that which is an organic point of view. My want of 


tEcclesia Petri propinqua, 1927. 
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understanding comes, no doubt, of my absolute ignorance 
of mathematics. 

But in translating these terms into my own language, I 
find in the book a conscious use of the historic method, which 
is so prized by me, and which even Aristotle, the Static, 
was able to appreciate,' perhaps at the School of Platon, 
whose horizon was ever widening. 

In place, then, of adding up texts—I am beginning to find 
my way about these phrases—-Fr. McNabb has set each in its 
place in each of the books, which, naturally have a somewhat 
individual aim and method. With fine loyalty he has even 
gone as far as possible into the position of his adversaries, 
_ to be all the more sure of meeting them. Thus he has granted 
that, with time, the texts grew stronger and mote precise. 
However, let us not misunderstand him. He grants no evo- 
lution in things, as if a position of privilege bestowed on 
Peter by Jesus became a power of jurisdiction under the pen 
of writers, influenced by the place Peter had taken in the 
Church. His thought, which is quite clear, is rather that the! 
Evangelists have supplied for what seemed to be lacking, .. 
authentic words of Christ, in such sort as, by filling in the 
written picture, to reach a more exact resemblance with the 
complex reality of things. 

But more than this. Fr. McNabb has wished for that 
“fair-play,” of which the English are so proud—the court- 
eous strife, vizier down, weapons equal! Two knights meet 
each other on the battlefield ; one lifts his sword, but at once 
lowers it because he sees that his foe, wounded in the arm 
cannot lift his weapon! Which was the Frenchman ? Which 
the Englishman? I have forgotten, and it matters little. 
The two nations have the same soul of chivalry, inherited 
from the Crusades. Thus, the Father, conscious of pos- 
sessing an excellent weapon, the authenticity of S. John, is 
unwilling to broach questions of criticism. He feels sure of 
being right, even if the fourth Gospel were the work of an 


tIf anyone shall observe the beginning of things that arise and ate 
begotten, here as elsewhere he shall use the best method of investigating 
truth [Aristotle, Politics ; I. 1]. 
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unknown author of the first half of the second century. 
Perhaps this concession is excessive, since all the critics are 
not paladins. 

It makes his thesis unattackable for the average public. 
But the closest critical study does no harm. 

As regards the capital text, that of St. Matthew xxi, 17-19, 
the writer contents himself, more or less, with quoting the 
authority of Professor Turner. Is he so authoritative in 
England? A question I cannot judge. Moreover, for the 
moment, it is not my friend I am blaming, but myself. 

In my commentary on St. Mark I made my arrows of any 
wood, in order to meet the weighty objection—the promise 
to build the Church on the Rock who is Peter and to give him 
the keys of the Kingdom of God is not to be found in this 
place of Peter’s confession either in St. Luke or in St. Mark. 
I thus supposed, and the writer contents himself with this 
solution, suggested also by Professor Turner, that perhaps 
this decisive phrase was spoken under other circumstances and 
inserted here by St. Matthew.! But it was M. Bultmann, an 
exegete of great independence, fearless and frank, who put 
me on the right way, by showing that only the full text fits 
the circumstances, and that having questioned His disciples 
with great solemnity—a unique fact—Jesus owed it to Him- 
self to tell them what He thought of their opinion. And as 
this passage, as much as, and perhaps more than, any other 
passage has an Aramaic stamp, we must take it to be authentic. 
Under what Judzo-Palestinian influence would anyone have 
inserted a declaration so weighty in favour of St. Peter ? 
If the Gospel of St. Matthew was first written in Aramaic, 
and then translated into Greek, as we suppose, this insertion 
could not be the work of the Greek translator; it must 
therefore belong to the old Aramaic original, the work of the 

1] am glad that this misunderstanding of my meaning lays on me the 
duty of making that meaning clear. Far from agreeing with the solu- 
tion of Professer Turner, I agree with Pére Lagrange and M. Bultmann. 
But I point out to the adversaries of the Petrine claims that even on 
the theoiy that St. Matthew has displaced these words of our Lord 


to St. Peter, the force of these words seems strengthened rather than 
weakened! [Tr. V.Mc.N.] 
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Apostle St. Matthew; as many independent critics admit. 
But if Matthew was written in Greek, it is no doubt because 
he was quite conversant with Greek. But then would he have 
made up his mind to add to St. Mark this passage of such 
Semitic colouring if he had not recognised in it one of the 
most precious /ogia of Our Lord ? 

I have drawn this out in order to undo my mistake. But 
I also feel I must say how much help I have found in the fine | 
book of Fr. McNabb. All these texts I have read and com- 
mented. But he has been able to bring all these rays together 
into a radiant focus. And retracing, no doubt, his steps to 
light up each spot with the whole of the acquired light, he 
has seen deeper into the meaning of each passage. It recalls 
those photographic prints which gather from the negative 
its most minute and significant details. The whole is per- 
suasive ; and paints a living picture of Peter, that of a Head. 
Might one not say that at certain moments he takes Our 
Lord Himself under his protection, as on Thabor where he 
feels he can be of service; or after the foretelling of the 
Passion of the Messiah, when he so resolutely brushes aside 
the presentiment? All these initiatives—and they were almost 
the only initiatives the disciples allowed themselves—betoken 
a Head conscious of his authority ; and on the other hand, 
we may say that this spirit of initiative marked him out for 
Head. He had enthusiasm, a bent for action, fearless loyalty, 
quick and sure resolution. He lacked steadfastness, he was 
swayed by discouragement, as whilst walking on the Lake, 
at the Passion, and when the Judaisers succeeded in intimidat- 
ing him. But Jesus made a Rock His Church’s foundation- 
stone, of him whose faith would never fail and who would 
strengthen his brethren. Thus his natural gifts and his super- 
natural graces united to make him the Founder and the su- 
preme Head of the Church. 

It is to be hoped that no one will ask Fr. McNabb to find | 
in the writings of the New Testament the terms “ ordinary 
jurisdiction,” and ‘‘ infallibility ex cathedra.” England is hardly 
the country to be astonished at the Development of Doctrine, 
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after the masterly investigations of Newman. Already our 
de Maistre had said, “‘ Nothing great has had great beginnings 
.. +» Crescit occulto velut arbor aevo. That is the motto of every 
great institution.” ! 

Nevertheless, we should be fortunate if we could oblige 
the zealous Dominican to extend his study on the New 
Testament to the times that follow. 

Still, let us thank him for having laid down a foundation 
solid enough for that union which we all beseech with all our 
fervour ; and which can come to pass only under the staff 
of the Shepherd of the whole Flock ; that there may be but 
one Flock and one Shepherd. 

JerusaLem, Feast of the Immaculate Conception, 1927. 


t Bishop Lightfoot. Clem. Rom. ii, 489-490. 
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